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CHAPTER ONE - PROBLEM STATEMENT 
One of the goals of most universities is to create an 
environment that fosters learning and personal development 
in students. Faculty assume students attend class to 
acquire knowledge in a particular area of studies. 
Administrators assume students enroll in a university to 
learn, to acquire skills and to develop interpersonal 
relationships. Students assume they register each academic 
term for all of these reasons, and to help them find a 
better job. These factors, in conjunction with interactions 
among students, faculty and staff help to create a learning 
environment - something that is unique to every university 
campus because of differences in people, resources, 
priorities and policies. 
How do students perceive this 'learning environment'? 
How does the learning environment affect student learning, 
personal development and interpersonal relationships? In 
what manner does the type of academic term influence student 
perceptions of the learning environment? Does type of 
academic calendar have a profound effect on students? The 
purpose of this research study is to assess student 
perceptions of the learning environment under a quarter 
system academic calendar at Iowa State University. 
This study emerged as a result of a decision during 
Spring Quarter, 1978 to change from a quarter system 
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academic calendar to a semester system academic calendar, 
beginning in the fall of 1981, While the issue of the most 
suitable academic calendar had been raised previously in the 
history of the university, this decision resulted in the 
actual switch from a quarter to a semester system (Gowan, 
1977) . 
The discussion preceding this change of the academic 
calendar was initiated in March, 1975 when the All-
University Community Council (AUCC) voted to establish a 
committee "in order to study possible methods for improving 
the learning environment at Iowa State University" 
(Hahlstede, 1977). 
The Learning Environment Improvement Committee was 
e s t a b l i s h e d  t o  c o n d u c t  a n  ' i n - d e p t h  s t u d y  o f  t h e  
restructuring of the academic calendar.' This committee 
examined several academic calendar options for the purpose 
of determining which system would have the most positive 
effect on the learning environment. After considerable 
discussion on campus, the General Faculty voted to recommend 
the adoption of a semester system academic calendar. This 
recommendation was accepted by the Board of Regents in the 
spring of 1978 (AUCC, 1979). 
After the change was approved, a Semester System 
Steering Committee was formed to coordinate all planning for 
the transition from a quarter system to a semester system. 
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A major revision of the academic curriculum was implemented, 
including the revision of administrative policies and 
procedures, and rescheduling of important calendar dates. 
These changes were made for the intended purpose of 
improving the learning environment. 
The transition committee recognized that both academic 
and non-academic aspects of the environment were likely to 
be affected by the calendar change. One of the 
recommendations of the Semester System Steering Committee 
was that the change be evaluated to determine its effects on 
the learning environment. To implement this recommendation, 
a longitudinal research project was developed under the 
sponsorship of the Office of the Vice President for Academic 
Affairs, the Professional Studies in Education Department 
and the Research Institute for Studies in Education (RISE)-
A research team was organized to conduct an assessment of 
the ISU learning environment. The team was composed of Dr. 
J. Stanley Ahmann, Chairman of the Professional Studies in 
Education Department, Dr. Richard Warren, Director of RISE, 
and Higher Education graduate students James Moore and David 
Kelly. The research team proposed a three phase research 
project to measure the change from one calendar system to 
another. The first phase would include a benchmark study of 
student perceptions of the quarter system learning 
environment. The second phase of this project was a 
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companion study by David Kelly. The second phase would 
include a one-year follow-up study of student perceptions of 
the semester system learning environment, following 
completion of the first semester. It would examine the 
change in student perceptions from the benchmark study. The 
final phase would involve conducting a five-year follow-up 
study to assess student perceptions of the semester system 
learning environment. It would examine the perceptions of 
currently enrolled students, who would have attended ISU 
exclusively on a semester system academic calendar, and 
compare them with the benchmark perceptions of students who 
attended ISU exclusively on a quarter system academic 
calendar-
In addition to this study of student perceptions, a 
companion study of faculty perceptions of changes in the 
learning environment was conducted by Shirley C. Karas. Her 
study covered a two year transition period that included the 
end of the quarter system and six months after the beginning 
of the semester system. 
The research problem for this study is to ascertain 
student perceptions of the quarter system learning 
environment at Iowa State University. This study will 
attempt to determine if college affiliation, classification 
(year in school), grade point average (GPA) or level of 
involvement in student organizations affect student 
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perceptions of the learning environment or of the proposed 
calendar change. 
Specifically, this study will address the following 
hypotheses: 
1. College affiliation will have no significant 
effect on student perceptions of the learning 
environment under a quarter system. 
2. Classification (year in school) will have no 
significant effect on student perceptions of the 
learning environment under a quarter system. 
3. Grade point average will have no significant 
effect on student perceptions of the learning 
environment under a quarter system. 
4. Level of organizational involvement will have no 
significant effect of student perceptions of the 
learning environment under a quarter system. 
5. College affiliation will have no significant 
effect on student perceptions of the proposed 
calendar change. 
6. Classification (year in school) will have no 
significant effect on student perceptions of the 
proposed calendar change. 
7. Grade point average will have no significant 
effect on student perceptions of the proposed 
calendar change. 
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8. Level of Organizational Involvement will have no 
significant effect on student perceptions of the 
proposed calendar change. 
The results of this study will provide the ISO 
administration with data about student perceptions of the 
quarter system learning environment. When these results are 
compared with the findings of future studies in the 
longitudinal research project, the administration will be 
better informed about the effects of the calendar change on 
student perceptions of the ISO learning environment. As the 
university attempts to refine the policies and procedures 
affecting the new semester system, this information should 
be of assistance in determining which areas of the learning 
environment need attention. In addition, these findings may 
provide some general guidelines for other institutions 
considering calendar changes. Student perceptions from this 
study could indicate specfic areas which might merit 
examination at those institutions. 
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CHAPTER THO - REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
A review of the literature indicates that few studies 
of this nature have been addressed in the literature on 
student environmental research. There is a large volume of 
literature on related topics pertaining to assessing college 
environments, but nothing on student perceptions of the 
learning environment under specific academic calendars. 
This chapter will review the related literature and describe 
how the current study is similar to, yet different from the 
existing research. 
Specifically, this chapter will examine the learning 
environment, and how the definition of this term relates to 
the common useage of the term 'college environment.• Topical 
areas to be covered include basic assessment approaches, a 
review of common environmental factors, a review of 
assessment instruments, and a review the literature 
describing the effect of specific topics (e.g. college, year 
in school, GPA, and level of organizational involvement) on 
student perceptions of the environment. Research on the 
effect of a change in the calendar system will also be 
examxned. 
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Definition of Learning Environment 
In order to assess student perceptions of the learning 
environment, it is first necessary to define 'learning 
environment'. A review of definitions of the learning 
environment revealed that there were very few definitions 
cited in the literature. The terms 'college environment,' 
'learning environment' and 'human environment' are used 
quite often, and often interchangeably, but they are seldom 
defined. Most authors assume the reader understands the 
terminology, even though the terms are used to refer to very 
different types of studies. The approach generally used by 
t h e  r e s e a r c h e r s  ( e . g .  A s t i n ,  1 9 7 1 b ;  B a i r d ,  1 9 7 5 ;  C e n t r a ,  
1972; Henne, 1967) is to offer descriptions or examples to 
describe the various effects of selected sub-environments, 
without actually defining what they mean by the term 
'environment'. 
Since no common definition can be discerned from the 
literature, it is useful to examine several definitions 
pertinent to this research. The All University Community 
Council (AaCC)'s Learning Environment Improvement Committee 
(Hahlstede, 1977), through its Subcommittee on Educational 
Pedagogy, stated: 
An analysis of the learning environment and the 
university atmosphere [led the Subcommittee to 
select] eight (8) (sic) major pedagogical factors 
which seemed to stand out in all aspects as being 
significantly relevant to positive influence (or 
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lack of it) on the improvement of the learning 
environment (p. 4) . 
The factors identified by the Subcommittee were: 
1. University scope and structure 
2. Curriculum 
3. Programs of study 
4. Instruction 
5. Grading and evaluation of student achievement 
6. The university calendar 
7. Identification of academic impediments in 
channels of learning and the environment (pp. 
5-6) . 
These factors describe the environment in terms of 
institutional characteristics, and only indirectly focus on 
faculty, students and learning outcomes. 
The Subcommittee cited a report of the Iowa State 
University Council on Instruction's Committee on 
Instructional Improvement (1975) which described the 
university learning atmosphere as 
t h e  p r o d u c t  o f  h i s t o r y  a n d  t r a d i t i o n ;  o f  t h e  
population of students, faculty and staff; of the 
system of procedures, courses, rewards, and 
curricula requirements; and of many peripheral 
events and influences. 
In its report, the Subcommittee on Educational Pedagogy 
viewed the learning environment as "a general rubric of 
factors and influences including the nebulus but important 
entity called the 'university atmosphere'." Within this 
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framework, it considered "all elements within the university 
created or operating for the central purpose of facilitating 
learning," as a part of the learning environment. 
While this broad definition is not reflected in the 
specific factors cited above by the Subcommittee, it does 
correspond to other definitions of the learning environment. 
Baird (1973) defines the college environment as 'the 
interplay among the people, policies and facilities in the 
college community' (p. il) . Feldman (1971) notes that 
'Institutions of higher education differ in their objectives 
and the attributes of their members' (p. 51). These 
descriptions identify some of the key elements of a learning 
environment—goals and people. In one of the initial 
attempts to measure the college environment. Pace and Stern 
(1958) note that college cultures may be viewed as the 
interaction of environmental press factors, with personal 
needs factors. The college environment is defined elsewhere 
as 'including any characteristic of the college that 
constitutes a potential stimulus for the student' (Astin, 
1968a). An environmental stimulus is defined as 'any 
behavior, event, or other observable characteristic of the 
institution capable of changing the student's sensory input, 
the existence or occurrence of which can be confirmed by 
independent observation' (Astin, 1968a, p. 5) . This 
"stimulus" definition of the environment is also used by 
n 
Marks (1970). 
For purposes of this study, the author has defined the 
learning environment as "the interaction among institutional 
characteristics, human relationships and campus events as 
they affect the process of learning." This includes 
institutional policies and procedures, interactions among 
students, faculty and staff, and daily activities on campus 
- all of which have an effect on the perceived learning 
atmosphere and learning process at the university. 
Basic Assessment Approaches 
The primary purpose of environmental assessment in many 
research studies has been to identify differences between 
institutions. Most environmental research has also been 
devoted to gathering general knowledge rather than to 
developing environmental measurement techniques that would 
have practical utility. Least often, environmental research 
has been used to improve campus decisions, although the 
assessment of practical intra -institutional variables 
rather than inter -institutional variables would seem to be 
more useful for improving institutional decision-making 
(Baird, 1974 and Hyne, 1976). 
Three basic approaches have been used to study the 
college environment --perceptual, objective and behavioral. 
In addition to the standardized instruments that have been 
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developed for each approach, many instruments have been 
specifically developed for use on a single campus. While 
each instrument may predominantly embody one of the major 
approaches, typically an instrument will utilize assessment 
techniques from a variety of approaches (Menne, 1967, 
Centra, 1972 and Feldman, 1971). 
Perceptual Asproach 
Perceptual studies of the campus environment have been 
the most widely used assessment techniques in environmental 
research. Due largely to the pioneering work of Pace and 
Stern (1958) in developing the first perceptual instrument, 
and Pace's later refined instrument (1959), perceptual 
"tools" were readily available for researchers to assess the 
"climate" of campus life. 
Typically, a perceptual approach asks people to respond 
to a series of statements about the campus environsent of 
their institution. Respondents are asked whether an item 
does or does not describe their institution. An aggregate 
score is then computed to ascertain how that item is 
perceived by the collective population. Student perceptions 
are rr.ost often studied, with comparisons made between 
institutions or within an institution, such as comparing 
students to administrators or faculty, or one student sub­
culture with another. 
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The advantages of the perceptual approach are; 
1. It is sensitive to environmental change, 
2. Its results are easy to interpret and to 
understand, 
3. It serves as a general monitoring function of the 
campus climate, 
4. It helps an institution recognize and deal with 
some of its problems, 
5- It can help evaluate new programs, 
6. It assists campus decision-makers in 
understanding the complex student cultures at 
their institution. 
T h e  d a t a  g a t h e r e d  f r o m  p e r c e p t u a l  m e a s u r e s  p r o v i d e  
information unavailable from other sources. This 
information can help to improve the quality of campus life 
(Hyne, 1976 and Baird, 1980). 
The limitations of perceptual approaches are: 
1. There is some ambiguity of the meaning of an 
"aggregate" perception of the environment- A 
person's perceptions of social situations depend 
on many things (e.g. student attitudes and 
characteristics both influence, and are 
i n f l u e n c e d  b y ,  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t ) ,  a n d  i t  m a y  b e  
difficult to generalize about the meaning of this 
collective perception. 
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2- Accuracy of perceptions depends on the knowledge 
and perspective of the respondent, a factor which 
varies by person and by topic. This limitation 
would include respondents who are influenced by 
stereotypes or rumors. 
3. A respondent can only describe those aspects of 
the college included in the instrument, and then 
only in the format that has been developed. 
U. Respondents may not be the most useful population 
to evaluate programs or institutions. 
5. Most perceptual measures do not directly identify 
the source of the environmental impact (Baird, 
1973 and Hyne, 1976). 
Objective Approach 
The objective technique is basically a descriptive 
approach that includes such items as class size, average 
academic aptitude, the number of library books, the student-
faculty ratio, tuition and total enrollment. Objective 
approaches to assessing the campus environment have been 
promoted by Astin (1971b). Astin argues that the expense 
and size of perceptual studies yield no more valid results 
than does the objective approach. Objective assessments are 
inexpensive, since survey instruments are not utilized. 
They can be conducted at other institutions for comparative 
purposes. They can provide information to help prospective 
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students choose a college (Baird, 1980 and 1973). 
Limitations of this approach are: 
1. Interpretation of the results is rather 
arbitrary. For example, it is difficult to 
determine what kind of learning environment 
really exists on a campus solely on the basis of 
knowledge of the student-faculty ratio. 
2. It is difficult to determine the specific sources 
of impact that result in different environments. 
3. Variations can occur in the accuracy of 
institutional data, leading to diminished 
comparative utility (Hyne, 1976, and Baird, 
1980). 
Behavioral AfiEroach 
The behavioral approach typically consists of frequency 
measures of observable student behaviors. These behaviors 
are either recorded by an independent observer or by student 
self-report. 
Behavioral measures can provide a more accurate 
and detailed account of activities within a 
university setting and can point to specific areas 
f o r  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  i n t e r v e n t i o n s .  T h e y  a l s o  h a v e  
the advantage of pinpointing issues specific to a 
particular campus that may inadvertently be missed 
by demographic or perceptual approaches (Hyne, 
1976, p. 115) . 
This approach has been used sparingly and as such is 
not well-developed. The meaning and the usefulness of the 
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results for assessing the campus environment are unclear. 
Review of Existing Instruments 
The research team selected a perceptual approach for 
this project, since it appeared to be most closely related 
to the purposes of the study. Prior to making this 
decision, the team reviewed a number of existing instruments 
in each approach, with particular attention given to the 
perceptual instruments. The following section summarizes a 
review of those instruments. 
Perceptual Instruments 
Perceptual instruments utilize student opinions about 
selected campus characteristics to describe the 
institutional environment. Each instrument utilizes 
different characteristics to generate its description. Some 
of the sore cosisonlv used instruments were examined for 
possible use in this study. 
In Baird's (1973) description of the history of 
environmental assessment, he indicated that the foundation 
of most later perceptual studies can be traced back to Henry 
Murray's needs-press theory of person-environment 
interaction. Stern's Activity Index - a personality test -
w a s  b a s e d  o n  M u r r a y ' s  t h e o r y  ( s e e  W a l s h ,  1 9 7 3 ) .  T h e  
College Characteristics Index (CCI) developed by Pace and 
Stern (1958) was set up to parallel the Activity Index. Its 
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purpose was to improve the prediction of academic 
performance by studying the student-college "fit". 
Pace (1969) then developed the College and University 
Environment Scales (CUES) as a more refined perceptual 
measure. He based it on aspects of the CCI, and developed 
item scales on five dimensions of campus life: Pragmatism, 
Community, Awareness, Propriety and Scholarship. The CUES 
characterizes the institutional environment as a whole by 
the collective perceptions of students on these dimensions. 
The CUES is cited in numerous research articles and has been 
the most widely used environmental assessment instrument in 
the last twenty years. It has been used to study 
differences among campus groups - perceptions of the 
residence hall environment by management staff, personnel 
staff and student officers (Heskett and Walsh, 1969) ; 
perceptions of the university environment by Anglo- and 
Mexican-American students (Garza and Nelson, 1973); and 
perceptions of new versus experienced students of a 
university environment (Reiner and Robinson, 1970). It has 
also been used to ascertain longitudinal change due to 
environmental alterations (Gelso, et al., 1971). The CUES 
has been studied for sampling bias (Grande and Loveless, 
1969), and compared with other measurement approaches in 
validity studies (Centra and Linn, 1970; Astin, 1971). 
The College Student Questionnaire (CSQ) (Peterson, 
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1965) is a two-part instrument designed to assess student 
characteristics and student satisfaction with college. It 
gathers demographic, perceptual, behavioral and attitudinal 
information, which is used to develop eleven satisfaction 
and attitude scales. It is these scales which cause it to 
be identified primarily as a perceptual instrument. CSQ 
results are used to describe differences in student sub-
environments, or to study the impact of institutional 
change. 
The College Student Satisfaction Questionnaire (CSSQ) 
(Starr, Betz and Menne, 1971) measures student satisfaction 
with academic and interpersonal aspects of the college 
environment. 
The Institutional Functioning Inventory (IFI) 
(Peterson, 1970), assesses the degree to which a college 
functions optimally in the areas to which it states it is 
committed. While the IFI can be used with students, it is 
used primarily with faculty and administrative staff. 
The Institutional Goals Inventory (IGI), developed by 
Richard Peterson and Norman ahl (1975), allows an 
institution to examine the degree of consensus among campus 
groups about institutional goals. This is done through 
comparisons of "ideal" and "real" responses. 
The University Residence Environment Scale (ORES) (Moos 
and Gerst, 1974) measures the social environments of campus 
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living groups, such as residence halls, fraternities and 
sororities. The URSS focuses on student-student and 
student-staff relationships, on aspects of personal and 
intellectual developoment and on the organizational 
structure of the living group (Moos, 1979) . It is used to 
compare differences among living groups and to make 
longitudinal comparisons for the same living group. 
Objec^ve Instruments 
Objective instruments utilize factual information to 
make judgements about the college environment. The 
Environmental Assessment Technique (EAT) (Astin and Holland, 
1961) is based on the assumption that the environment of a 
college depends on the personal characteristics of its 
constituents - students, faculty, administration and staff. 
The characteristics are used in the EAT to form eight 
variables relating to institutional size.- intelligence level 
of the student body and personal orientation of the student 
body. The last characteristic is based on Holland's theory 
of vocational choice and assumes that student personalities 
are related to occupational personality characteristics, 
which become evident through a student's choice of an 
academic major. The EAT is used to describe institutions 
for comparative purposes with other institutions. 
While the SAT is the only objective instrument commonly 
used in environmental assessment, most environmental 
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assessment projects utilize the objective approach to a 
limited degree. Objective items are usually found in the 
demographic, or background, section of most assessment 
instruments. This information enables the researcher to 
separate responses for comparative purposes on any of the 
objective variables deemed important for the study. 
Behavioral Instruments 
The Inventory of College Activities (ICA) (Astin, 
1971a) is a combination of behavioral and perceptual 
factors. Student behaviors determine what are the important 
environmental stimulus factors. These actual student 
behaviors constitute the social norms and forces that 
constitute the campus environment (Rich and Jolecouer, 
1979). The perceptual factors are similar to those used in 
the CUES. The ICA is used for comparative purposes between 
institutions. 
The College Student Experience (CSE) (Pace, 1979) 
measures the quality of student effort on fifteen behavioral 
scales relating to academic, relationships and facilities 
utilization aspects of the university environment. The CSE 
attempts to measure important educational process factors 
(e.g. participation in activities or library useage) , rather 
than to assess product factors (e.g. knowledge or learning) 
through measures of process factors. 
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Instrument Review Summary 
The above review highlighted some valuable concepts, 
but did not identify an instrument that would adequately 
measure student perceptions of the current ISU learning 
environment nor their perceptions of the pending calendar 
change. Attractive aspects of each approach are as follows: 
1. In the perceptual instruments, the content areas 
and the item construction formats were 
informative. 
2. The objective approach identified important 
demographic information that should be included 
in the research project. 
3. The behavioral instruments suggested that 
frequency indicators may describe some different, 
yet important, aspects of the learning 
environment. 
Limitations of these instruments offset their 
attractive assets. Because the instruments were developed 
for use at a multiplicity of institutions, all of the 
individual items were stated in broad, general terms. The 
objective and behavioral instruments did not fit the 
purposes of the current study, and the ORES was too specific 
to apply to an entire campus environment. The IFI and IGI 
were developed more for use by faculty and staff, than by 
students. 
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The CCI and CUES were outdated (and out of print) and 
referred to events like the "Great Society" and the Vietnam 
war which have little meaning to current students. The CSE 
did not list the College of Agriculture in its description 
of fields of study and it placed all of the College of Home 
Economics majors in the category of health studies. 
Instrument Development 
Since none of these existing instruments was 
satisfactory for the research project, the research team 
reviewed information from Baird (1976, 197% and 1973) and 
Aulepp and Delworth (1976) and decided to develop an 
assessment instrument, based on this information. 
Many instruments are designed for and helpful in 
establishing comparisons among college 
environments, but are not very helpful in studying 
an individual college environment. Therefore, it 
is highly likely that the (research) team will 
develop its own instrument based or. a composite of 
methods (Aulepp and Delworth, 1976, p. 55). 
According to Baird (1976), if an institution wants to 
assess a specific situation, 
it is better to use a locally devised 
questionnaire concerning specific local 
conditions...than to use a (broad, general) 
device. (It) may lose national comparative 
information, but it increases the direct 
applicability of the results (p. 17). 
According to Aulepp and Delworth (1976), locally 
developed instruments have the added advantage of having a 
high degree of acceptance with respondents. Since the 
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research team was interested in high acceptance, both for 
return rate purposes and for later institutional action, 
this aspect of a locally developed instrument was 
attractive. 
The decision to develop a questionnaire that would 
pertain directly to the ISU research project necessitated 
attention to the process of developing a new instrument. 
The steps of this process were addressed by Aulepp and 
Delworth (1976) and they were utilized by the research team 
in developing its instrument: 
1. become familiar with the possible formats. 
2. become familiar with the environmental factors 
commonly studied. 
3. choose the most important factors for this study. 
4. write sample items for each factor. 
5. critique sample items and revise. 
6. determine answer format technique (designed to 
maximize return). 
7. pilot test and revise (twice) - eliminating and 
merging items to streamline the instrument, while 
still adequately measuring the content factors. 
Formats 
Aulepp and Delworth (1976) provide a thorough breakdown 
of format alternatives. A perceptual format uses a rating 
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scale to measure a respondent's perception. Typical 
response scales are the Likert-type scale, which presents a 
rating scale with discrete points which respondents use in 
responding to an item; and the semantic differential scale, 
which uses opposite adjectives to describe an aspect of the 
environment. The goal statement format uses the magnitude 
of the discrepancy between "is" and "should be" ratings 
given by respondents in response to goal statement 
perceptions. The behavioral format poses items in 
behavioral terms and asks respondents to note how often, or 
how seldom, the behavior applies in their case. Finally, 
the demographic format assigns choices in descriptive 
categories of interest and asks respondents to indicate the 
one choice applicable to them. 
Common Environmental Factors 
&n examination of the environmental assessment 
instruments used in perceptual studies reveals the following 
common factors or themes. 
The most frequently occurring factor is the 
academic/scholarship dimension, which typically measures 
concepts like reflectiveness, intellectuality and academic 
achievement. Another very common factor is interpersonal 
relationships, which assesses interaction patterns among and 
between students, faculty and staff. It also measures the 
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degree to which the environment is perceived as being 
friendly, cohesive and supportive. The factor focusing on 
extracurricular activities assesses the extent of student 
involvement in the university environment. This factor is 
often addressed through the "behavioral" assessment 
approach. While these factors occurred most often, two 
additional factors occasionally surfaced. An awareness 
dimension, measuring aesthetic expression, individuality, 
openness to criticism and sociopolitical sensitivity is 
included in some instruments - sometimes as a separate 
dimension and other times it is included in the academic 
dimension. A vocational dimension, measuring career focus 
and a utilitarian emphasis, is included in a few studies. 
Specific Impact Studies 
In addition to the preceding review of the literature 
regarding general aspects of environmental assessment, this 
chapter will review the environmental literature relating to 
the independent variables being examined in this study. The 
following information examines the effects of classification 
level (year in school), grade point average, college 
affiliation and involvement in organizations on student 
perceptions of the learning environment. The limited 
research on the effects of changing an academic calendar 
system is also reviewed. 
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I®â£ is. School 
A significant body of research describes differential 
perceptions of the college environment by year in school 
(class). Stern (1970) reported that new freshmen held 
unrealistic expectations of their college environment (when 
compared to the reality perceptions of seniors). Incoming 
freshmen expect the environment to have high academic 
standards and extensive extracurricular activities- Stern 
lables this view the 'Freshman Myth.' Students begin to be 
demythologized from the first day they arrive on campus. 
Gradually, their perceptions begin to look more similar to 
the perceptions of juniors and seniors. 
Other authors report similar findings. Madrazo-
Peterson and Rodriguez (1978) found that freshman minority 
students were significantly more satisfied with other 
students than were their senior counterparts. Pascarella 
(1976) found that freshmen rated the environment 
significantly higher in terms of its intellectual or 
scholarly press than did seniors. Reiner and Robinson 
(1970) reported that freshman expected the college to be 
more congenial and pervaded by a search for meaning than did 
sophomores and recent graduates. 
A similar analysis has been made on the expectations of 
entering graduate students (Winston, 1976). He found a 
strong similarity to the freshman response pattern. When 
27 
compared with 'experienced' graduate student and faculty 
responses, entering graduate students express similar 
unrealistic expectations of their environment. They expect 
a highly structured environment, high academic performance 
standards, a highly intellectual atmosphere and an intimate, 
personal and caring atmosphere in the department. 
Since these perceptions change over time, a 'longevity' 
or 'reality' factor may be at work in influencing the 
perceptions of more experienced students. After initial 
high expectations, it is likely that students would be 
disappointed to find their expectations would not be met. 
This disappointment may become evident in more negative or 
cynical perceptions of the environment by experienced 
students. 
Winston notes that it is difficult to assess the total 
graduate school environment. Since most graduate students 
concentrate their work within a single academic department, 
it is more realistic to measure departmental environments. 
It is very possible that graduate students would view their 
department's environment very differently from the 
university's environment. 
Grade Point Average 
Very little information was found that addressed the 
effects of grade point average on student perceptions of the 
learning environment. More often, "achievement" was 
28 
examined as an output variable - seeing how well students 
achieved in different college environments. 
Astin (1968b) found that students in high-quality 
institutions tended to perform better than students in 
institutions of lesser quality, although only slightly. In 
his view, no single measure of institutional quality had a 
consistent effect on student achievement. Astin reported 
that a measure of a students' high school academic ability 
was the single most important determinant of college 
achievement. 
Dufault (1979) examined intellectual ability as a 
determinant of perception. The GOES was administered to two 
groups of students, as determined by their Scholastic 
Aptitude Test (SAT) scores, early in the fall, and again in 
the late spring. A number of significant differences were 
evident in the first measure, with some differences still 
existing on the second measure. Dufault concluded that 
students see their campus differently not only because of 
what it is, faut also because of their personal 
characteristics. 
College Effects 
Most impact study research has tended to focus on 
•fields of study,' rather than specific 'college' 
categories, which change by institution. Astin (1965) found 
that the overall college environment is affected by the 
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relative proportions of students in various fields of study. 
He assumes that students in one field have personal 
characteristics which differ from the characteristics of 
students in other fields. He also assumes that these 
characteristics determine, to a large extent, the college 
environment. 
Astin notes that some of the differences in the study 
discussed above may be a consequence of the size of the 
classes rather than of personality traits of the students. 
The 'size' dimension is also noted by Rich and Jolicoeur 
(1979). In assessing differences among institutions, they 
reported that students in large universities feel their 
institution is not concerned about them. Some of these 
'size' issues may also be reflected in large departments and 
colleges. 
Using Pace and Stern's CCI, Thistlethwaite (1959) found 
differences in student perceptions of "press" between 
students in the humanities and the natural sciences. 
Productivity in the humanities is positively related to 
Humanism, Seflectiveness, Sentience, Harmavoidance and 
Understanding. It is negatively related to Pragmatism, 
Deference, and Abasement. Productivity in the natural 
sciences is positively related to Scientism, Aggression and 
Impulsion, and negatively related to Order, Deference and 
Sentience. He also found that systematic study habits are 
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helpful to attaining good grades in the humanities, but not 
in the social sciences - perhaps because of differing study 
needs for the two fields. 
Feldman and Newcomb (1969) found that students in 
different major fields within an institution did not agree 
about the factors in the overall environment. They inferred 
from their results that not only the "particular 
environments of various major fields are different within a 
college, but also that the 'local' environment of the major 
field may have some influence on its students' views of the 
more 'distant' total college environment" (p. 171). While 
acknowledging some inconsistencies in the findings of 
various research studies, they report the following 
tendencies: 
1. natural science and engineering students describe 
their environments as high on scientism and 
competition and low on humanism and 
reflectiveness. 
2. students in the humanities and social sciences 
report an emphasis on intellectualisa, humanism, 
reflectiveness and aestheticism, and lov pressure 
on compliance, vocationalism, practicality and 
status orientation. 
3. students in business administration report a low 
emphasis on scientism, humanism, aestheticism and 
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reflectiveness. 
4. findings for students in education are 
inconclusive. 
Differences in response patterns between senior 
students in the humanities, social sciences and natural 
sciences were noted by Pascarella (1976). These results 
support the view that 'local* environments tend to influence 
perceptions of the total university climate. He noted, 
however, that some of the differences may be attributable to 
pre-existing personal characteristics (as assumed by Astin). 
These characteristics may then be accentuated by the 
particular experiences found in different fields of study. 
In a study attempting to ascertain if differences 
existed between various ethnic groups at Colorado State 
University, Madrazo-Peterson and Rodriguez (1978) reported 
on a number of factors. One item pertained to differences 
by college. They reported that ethnic minority students in 
the College of Home Economics reported higher liberalism and 
social consciousness scores than did other students. 
Veterinary Medicine students reported more satisfaction with 
faculty than did other college students. 
In summary, while field of study appears to have some 
bearing on student response patterns (because of either pre­
existing characteristics or environmental influences), most 
institutions, including Iowa State University, do not 
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organize their colleges along these lines. Instead, fields 
of study are intermingled among most of the colleges (with 
the possible exception of the Veterinary Medicine College), 
and thus no significant differences by 'college* designation 
would be expected. 
ISZSlZÊÊÊ&t in Organizations 
Little information was found on the affect of 
involvement in student organizations on perceptions of the 
learning environment. îladrazo-Peterson and Rodriguez (1978) 
found significant differences between minority men and women 
on the extracurricular involvement scale of the College 
Student Questionnaire, with the men being more involved than 
the women. Manaster and Friedman (1975) assessed student 
attitudes towards campus organizations at a British 
university. They found few significant differences between 
high and loy participators. The effect of level of 
organizational involvement is largely an unknown quantity. 
Calendar Information 
A limited amount of data are available on stadent 
perceptions of the effects of a change in the academic 
calendar. Kertes (1969) reported on the change, in 1966, at 
Chabot Community College from a semester to a quarter system 
(which was based on predicted educational benefits to the 
students). She reported conflicting results - students 
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indicated that they preferred the new quarter system by a 2 
to 1 ratio, but their stated expectations for a calendar 
system tended to support the semester system- Students felt 
the semester system was more conducive to learning, time to 
explore, preparation time, student-faculty relations, 
testing patterns and grading procedures. They favored the 
quarter system because of greater course opportunities and 
less opportunity for 'course slump.' 
There appeared to be a differential response pattern 
between two-year students and transfer (college bound) 
students. Finally, the student overall grade-point average 
rose from 2.44 under the semester system to 2.55 under the 
quarter system, although no causal relationship can be 
inferred from this change. 
In 1972, Indiana University made some calendar 
modifications - switching from a traditional semester to an 
early semester. %hile the report by Chase, et al. (1974) is 
not very descriptive, it does indicate that students 
strongly favored the early semester format. 
Philip Shriver (1977), President of Miami University, 
spoke highly of the switch on his campus to an early 
semester. He reported less pressure, fewer exams, increased 
studying, improved human relations and better summer 
employment opportunities for students. He indicated that 
student concerns related to fewer courses being available. 
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and thus fewer opportunities to experiment with courses 
outside their immediate major. 
Hadrazo-Peterson and Rodriguez (1978), reporting on the 
Colorado State University change from the quarter to the 
early semester system, indicated that minority students with 
junior classification reported the greatest amount of stress 
about the change. 
At Iowa State University, the considerable literature 
review and campus discussions identified a number of 
advantages and disadvantages of both the quarter and early 
semester calendar systems (Mahlstede, 1977; Lendt and Gowan, 
1977). The quarter system allowed students to take a 
greater number and variety of courses, and allowed them to 
move quickly through a course. The quarter system also 
required more start and stop time, generated a considerable 
amount of academic pressure and was not properly 
synchronized with the calendar systems of most other 
institutions. 
The semester system appeared to promise a more 
leisurely learning pace, less wasted start and stop time, 
administrative economics and a revised curriculum. Critics 
of the semester calendar feared decreased student motivation 
and overloaded courses. In general, it appears that 
students are supportive of the calendar system with which 
they are most familiar, and reluctant to switch to a new 
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system. This factor could affect student perceptions of 
both the quarter system learning environment and the planned 
semester system (American Association of Collegiate 
Registrars and Admissions Officers (AACRAO) 1961; Oleson, 
1971; The Chronicle Of Higher Education (1978); Lendt and 
Gowan, 1977; Gowan, 1977). 
While some of the merits of the different calendar 
systems are described above, they are not important for 
purposes of this review, since this study is not attempting 
to judge the merits of the change in calendar, but rather 
student perceptions of the learning environment under one 
form of calendar system- What is significant is that, with 
the exception of the 'stress' item in the Colorado State 
University study, and the Chabot College report, nothing 
appears in the literature about an assessment of student 
perceptions of a pending change in calendar. Since the 
calendar change is the significant environmental variable 
that generated this study, it will he interesting to 
determine student perceptions of the learning environment in 
regard to this issue. 
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CHAPTER THREE - METHODOLOGY 
This chapter describes the procedures used to develop 
the survey instrument, to select the sample and to 
distribute and collect the instrument. The statistical 
procedures used to analyze the data are also noted. 
Survey and Sample Procedures 
Item Develogment 
in the preceding chapter, information on instrument 
development was presented. The survey instrument used in 
this study was developed following those guidelines. The 
most common environmental content areas - academic life, 
interpersonal relationships and extracurricular activities -
became the basic categories used to develop individual 
items. The resulting list of items was circulated among key 
administrative, faculty and student officials to solicit 
"expert" input. These experts were individuals who had some 
involvement with committees responsible for making and 
implementing the calandar change decision. The feedback 
from these officials, and the judgement of the research 
team, resulted in a rank order priority being assigned to 
each of the categories. The feedback, and consideration of 
construction, response and return factors, resulted in a 
decision to focus the instrument on the three most important 
content areas - academics, relationships and extracurricular 
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activities. 
After extensive item development and revision, the 
first draft of the survey instrument was pilot tested with 
IStJ students - representative of all classes and most 
colleges. Feedback was solicited on individual items, 
concepts, format and ease of completion. 
Following another revision of the instrument, it was 
pilot tested again on another group of students. The 
resposes from this group led to a few minor item 
construction changes in the final version of the survey. 
Layout 
The last step in developing the survey involved the 
final layout of the instrument. The order of the items was 
randomly determined within each section. The order of the 
sections was determined by a combination of factors -
importance of topic, readability, ease of answering and to 
minimize bias between sections. As indicated earlier, a 
perceptual response format was determined to be most 
appropriate for this study. Accordingly, a Likert-type, 
five-point response scale was developed, with responses 
ranging from 'Stongly Agree' to 'Strongly Disagree'. A copy 
of the survey instrument may be found in Appendix A-
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Reliability and Ialiait% 
Because of time restrictions and a required sample size 
of 200 subjects, statistical reliability tests were not run 
on the pilot instrument used in this study. Feedback from 
students completing the instrument during the pilot tests 
indicated no confusion about the items. They knew what the 
items were referring to, and they felt they were clearly 
stated. 
Validity estimates are difficult to make in this area. 
As mentioned earlier, the CCI and later the CUES, were 
developed from Murray's needs-press theory, but there were 
no existing measures to compare with the CCI results, thus 
leaving a question about the strength of the CCI validity 
estimates. The CUES was based on the CCI for its validity 
estimates. Most other environmental assessment instruments 
since then have been validated on either the CCI or the 
CU^S, or on "face validity." Since the validity of the 
initial CCI instrument was difficult to determine, the 
validity of all measures using the CCI or the CUES seems 
open to question. Recognizing this limitation, this 
instrument appeared to have high face validity - based on 
its grounding in the common environmental variables found in 
the literature on assessment, and on the expert input 
process utilized in the development of individual items. 
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SasEle Selection 
Since this study was the initial phase of a 
longitudinal institutional examination of the learning 
environment, the needs of later studies had an effect on the 
composition of the sample. This study was conducted in 
Spring, 1981 (the last term of the quarter system). K one-
year follow-up study is planned for Spring, 1982, with the 
final follow-up planned for Spring, 1986. 
The 1982 study will utilize the 1981 study respondents 
as the basis for its sample. To obtain valid results in the 
1982 study, it was determined that 500 double responses were 
needed. The double respondents would be those who responded 
to both the 1981 and the 1982 surveys. Information from 
these individuals will allow for comparative analysis to 
assess change in perceptions from one system to another. 
To arrive at the 1932 desired response rate of at least 
500, a formula was developed^ that estimated (in reverse 
order) the 1982 response rate, the 'survival' rate (the 
number of students who would return for the 1981-1982 school 
year) and the 1981 response rate. The response rate for 
both years was estimated from similar ISO studies in the 
past few years. The survival rate was estimated after 
consultation with officials from the ISO Office of the 
1 The formula was developed in consultation with Dr. 
Roy Hickman, Director of the ISO Statistical Laboratory. 
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Registrar. The response rate formula and the final sample 
size of 1340 is shown below. 
525 = .70 X .20 X .70 x 1340 
1982 est. est. est. 1981 
return 1982 1981 1981 sample 
desired return summer return size 
rate loss rate 
To ensure a proportional representation in the sample, 
(important because of the potential adverse effects of 
attrition and graduation) , the stratified random sample 
technique was employed. The stratification was achieved by 
blocking on classification status and on college 
affiliation.2 
The actual sampling technique utilized by the ISU 
Administrative Data Processing Office was a systematic 
random sample, drawing every sixteenth name (derived from 
Spring, 1981 enrollment figures and the size requirements of 
the Spring, 1981 sample), starting with the sixth name on 
the student data file.3 The enrollment file is arranged by 
2 On the advice of Dr. Roy Hickman. 
3 This number was derived from a random number number 
table by Dr. Rex Thomas, Professor of Professional Studies 
in Education. 
m 
social security number, so no alphabetical bias should 
result in the sample. For these reasons, and because of its 
size, this sample will be treated as a simple random sample 
for statistical purposes. 
Sarve% Distribution Process 
The distribution and collection of surveys was timed to 
maximize response rates. The initial mailing occurred the 
third week of the 1981 Spring quarter to alleviate the press 
of beginning a new term, but before scheduled mid-term 
examinations. The final collection of data occurred several 
weeks before the beginning of final exams (and a major 
student run festival) when student attention was drawn to 
studying (and to year-end activities) . 
The initial mailing included a coded survey instrument, 
which included the printed return address and prepaid return 
postage,- and a cover letter requesting participation in the 
research project. (See Appendix B.) A follow-up mailing 
contained another copy of the survey instrument (with the 
same code number), and a new cover letter. (See Appendix C.) 
The final follow-up was a reminder postcard (See Appendix 
V . )  
Approval for the project was obtained from the ISU 
Human Subjects (Research) Committee. 
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Data Preparation 
A codebook was developed which specified the location 
and number of columns for each item. The codebook is 
located in the Research Institute for Studies in Education 
office. The coders were trained how to code the different 
responses - for uniformity in coding. All survey 
instruments were proofed, and corrected if necessary, at 
least once. 
The coded surveys were keypunched at the ISU 
Computation Center. Frequencies were run on the data, and 
nineteen errors were found. The errors were identified by 
code number, the instruments were examined to determine the 
correct response and the errors were corrected. The 
verified data set was then stored in the computer for future 
analysis. 
Statistical Procedures 
The data were analyzed by the following procedures: 
1. Frequencies and means 
2. Factor analysis, using Varimax rotation 
3. Pearson correlation coefficients 
H. Oneway analysis of variance, including planned 
comparisons among treatment means 
5. Cross-tabulations between the independent 
variables 
6- Reliability scores for all factors and couplets 
43 
CHAPTER POOR - RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
This study was undertaken to ascertain student 
perceptions of the learning environment. The research, 
planning and implementation of this study resulted in 
considerable data. This information was subjected to 
statistical procedures and subjective analyses. The results 
of these procedures and analyses are described in this 
chapter. Specifically, information is included on the 
sample, item frequencies, factor analysis, reliability, 
correlation analysis of variance and specific comparisons, 
an overview and cross tabulations. Discussion of each of 
these topics follows the presentation of data in each 
heading. 
Sample 
The sampling procedure developed for this project 
generated a sample of 1340 isn students, as broken down in 
Table 1 by classification level and Spring 1981 enrollment 
statistics. 
The table demonstrates that the sample classification 
percentages compare favorably with the final Spring, 1981 
enrollment figures. The slight variation is probably due to 
differences in the dates the figures were obtained. Because 
of time deadlines, the sample was generated from totals 
based on registrations completed through March 17, 1981. 
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TABLE 1. Comparison of Sample Population with Spring 1981 
Enrollment Data 
Classification Spring 1981 Sample Return 
Enrollment Statistics Statistics 
N % S % N % 
Freshmen 4688 ~2Î73~" 28Ô~~ ""2Ô79" 2Î2~~ "22T3' 
Sophomores 4171 18.9 249 18.6 181 18,9 
Juniors 4F96 20.9 303 22.6 205 21.5 
Seniors 5^43 23.8 337 25.2 232 24. 3 
Graduate 3308 15.0 168 12.5 116 12.2 
Other 3* .2 8* .8 
Total 22,006 99. 9% 1,340" 100% 954" 100% 
» = Differences due to self-report variations 
from institutional classification. 
The final Spring Quarter enrollment tally was not run until 
March 20, 1981. 
Table 1 also reports the percentage of return by 
classification level. Nine hundred and sixty-one 
instruments were returned. Two were duplicates, and five 
were unuseable because of defacing of the instrument, 
alteration of the identification number, or non-response to 
any items. This study used the data of 954 respondents, a 
71% return rate. The respondents, when broken down by 
classification, closely parallel the survey sample. The 
response rate, and the similarity to the original sample 
stratification provides the researcher with an opportunity 
to generalize the results of the study to the entire ISU 
student population. 
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Responses were analyzed by analysis of variance based 
on return date to determine if any differential response 
patterns existed, io differences were evident, so all data 
were considered together. 
Item Frequencies 
Item frequencies and response rates for each item are 
listed in Appendix R. A review of the item responses 
demonstrates that some items evoke stronger responses than 
others. By collapsing strongly agree statements into the 
agree category and strongly disagree statements into the 
disagree category, the items with the most extreme responses 
are highlighted. The individual items are organized by the 
different dimensions, or scales, used to develop the 
instrument - Academic Life, Interpersonal Relationships, 
Satisfaction, Extra-curricular Activities, Quarter System 
and Semester Systea. These items are listed in Table 2. 
Analysis of these individual items reveals that there 
are several items that reflect a strong consensus. As shown 
in Table 3, most students report a similar perception of the 
environment on nine items. 
Table 4 outlines the only behavioral item that produced 
a unique response pattern. Approximately one third of the 
respondents had failed to receive the course they requested. 
Another 57% failed to receive a course one to five times. 
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TABLi; 2. Extreme Item Response Frequencies 
Item %Agree* ^Disagree* 
Academic Scale 
A 2.) My learning experience is too 26.1 52.5 
fragmented. 
A H.) Class discussions are usually 17.5 51.3 
intense and vigorous. 
A 7.) Students do a lot of last minute 87.3 4.1 
cramming. 
A 8.) I have a strong desire to learn. 88.5 2.7 
A 9.) The information provided by my 62.1 13.8 
advisor is accurate. 
A13.) My classes are taught so that I 8.8 76.6 
can learn at my own pace. 
A14.) I generally study in my room. 64.3 23.2 
A15.) The preclassification system 27.4 54.6 
works well. 
A16.) I feel a high degree of academic 73.3 9.1 
pressure during a typical term. 
A18.) Host of my classes are boring. 17.1 54.7 
A19.) The ISO curriculum has broadened 63.2 14.0 
my view of the world. 
A20.) Course goals are clearly 13.2 59.3 
explained. 
A21-) I study very little over the 32.6 52.5 
weekend. 
A22.) There are a sufficient number of 56.5 17.1 
places on campus to study. 
A25.) Too many tests are given in my 12.0 51.4 
courses. 
A26.) isn courses provide an 79,3 6.1 
intellectual challenge. 
A27-) Much reading is expected in my 74.5 9.8 
courses. 
A28.) Most courses at ISO require ex- 69.3 11.8 
tensive out-of-class preparation. 
Satisfaction Scale 
L 1.) I like the current learning 67.1 13.8 
environment at ISO. 
113.) I'm glad I came to ISO. 81.8 5.6 
* = Percentages listed do not include the 'neither 
agree nor disagree' category. 
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Table 2- (continued) 
Item ï&gree» %Disagree* 
Relationship Scale 
L 3.) Instructors get to know students 17.5 55.9 
in their courses quite well. 
L ^.) I feel free to discuss exam 57.2 19.0 
scores with my instructor. 
L 6.) I socialize a lot with my friends. 69.9 11.7 
L 7.) In developing campus policies, 35.5 U3.9 
student opinion counts. 
L 8.) Students frequently engage in 62.9 5.6 
bull sessions. 
LIE.) If you ask, most instructors will 56.9 15.9 
go out of their way to help you. 
L17.) Students have the opportunity to 76.5 7.9 
develop intimate personal 
friendships. 
L18.) I have been treated unfairly at 59.8 14.4 
ISO. 
L22.) Students seek advice from one 88.5 1-7 
another. 
Extracurricular Activities Scale 
L 2.) Theatre, music and the arts are 65.7 11.4 
important components at ISO. 
L 9.) It is easy to get a group to- 66.6 9.8 
gather for card gases, attending 
a movie and similar activities. 
L10.) Varsity athletic events generate 60.8 10.8 
a lot of student enthusiasm and 
support. 
L12.) There are many opportunities to 80.3 4.3 
get involved in clubs and 
organizations. 
LIS.) There are many opportunities to 80.8 5.4 
attend cultural events. 
L20.) There is an extensive program 82.7 1. 
of intramural sports. 
L21.) Social activities usually 81.1 4. 
involve the use of alcoholic 
beverages. 
L26.) Student elections are of great 11.0 62. 
concern to students. 
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Table 2. (continued) 
Item %Agree* ^Disagree* 
Quarter Scale 
Under the quarter system... 
Q 3.) students have more time to get 71. 8 12. 8 
into the subject matter. 
Q 4.) students are more likely to 58. 1 21. 2 
drop courses. 
Q 5.) students get to Know their m. 2 54. 6 
classmates better. 
Q e.) it is easier to change from one 53. 5 12. 8 
major to another. 
Q 7.) final exams cover more content. 24. 6 51. 4 
Q 8.) there is a more leisurely 7. 2 76. 3 
learning pace. 
Q 9.) there is a better use of 14. 6 55. 4 
textbooks. 
Q10.) there are fewer deadlines. 10. 7 65. 7 
Q12.) there is more course variety. 68. 8 16. 6 
Q13.) too much information is crammed 51. 1 25. 2 
into each course. 
Semes ter Scale 
Under the semester system... 
S 1.) instructors will have more time 56. .0 20. 3 
to prepare for their classes. 
S 3.) there will be sore time to 67. 3 14. . 1 
assimilate classroom material. 
S 6.) class size will increase. 61, .8 6, .9 
S 8.) there will be a more leisurely 57. 7 22. 4 
learning pace. 
S 9.) students will be better able to 10. 2 53. 0 
get into the classes they need. 
S11.) the total cost of a year's books 58. 4 21. 5 
and supplies will go down. 
Only 10% of the respondents failed to receive a course 6 or 
more times. 
The overwhelmingly uniform response to the nine 
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TABLE 3. Items With a High Percentage of Agreement 
Item 55 Agreeing 
They do a lot of last minute craming. 87.3% 
They have a strong desire to learn- 88.5% 
ISO courses provide an intellectual challenge. 88.5% 
They are glad they came to ISU. 81.8% 
They seek advice from one another. 88.5% 
There are many opportunities to get involved in 80.3% 
clubs and organizations. 
There are many opportunities to attend cultural 80.8% 
events. 
There is an extensive program of intramural sports. 82.7% 
Social activities usually involve the use of 81.1% 
alcoholic beverages. 
TABLE 4. Frequency of Not Receiving a Requested Course 
Behavioral Scale Freq N Ad] Cum 
% % 
B 3.) The number of times I have 0 ~3Ô6~ 33~ ~~33~ 
not received a course I 1-5 523 57 90 
requested. 6-10 74 8 98 
11 or more 13 2 100 
no response 38 
TOTAL 95a 
individual items in Table 3, and the behavioral item in 
Table 4 represents a balanced perception of the ISU learning 
environment. These items indicate some aspects of academic 
life, interpersonal relationships and extra-curricular 
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activities dimensions of the ISO environment are perceived 
much the same by most ISO students. Given the uniformity of 
perception on these items, these perceptions are most likely 
accurate assessments of those aspects of the real ISU 
environment. 
Several of the semester items appear to have evoked a 
"wait and see" response. As indicated in Table 5, six items 
had a majority response on response 3 - neither agree nor 
disagree. An examination of these items reveals that they 
relate to hypothesized advantages or disadvantages of the 
semester system. Since most ISO students have had no 
previous semester experience, this response appears 
reasonable and may lead to the conclusion that students 
responded to the items in an unbiased manner. 
TABLE 5. Neutral Semester Items 
Item % Neither 
Agree or Disagree 
Departmental clubs will be stronger. 57.8% 
The quality of advising will be improved. 52.1% 
It will be easier to pick up a minor or a 42.2% 
double major. 
The homework load will increase. y6.1% 
My G.P.A. will go down. 48.5% 




Individual items were subjected to factor analysis 
using the principal factoring with iteration method and 
vaximax rotation. These procedures appeared to be best 
suited for identifying any factors that might be found in 
the data. 
The results of the factoring procedure are seen in 
Table 6. Twelve factors were identified - two relating to 
academic issues, two to extracurricular activities, three 
related to relationships and five to quarter semester 
issues. Four couplets, from the academic scale, were also 
identified. 
Because of the large quantity of data, and to more 
precisely focus the purpose of the study, four of the 
factors were dropped from further analysis on the basis of 
the primary institutional interest in acadezic and 
relationships issues, dropped were the two extracurricular 
activities factors-Participation Activities and 
Cultural/Club Opportunities; one Relationship factor-Problem 
Resolution; and one quarter/semester factor-Better Semester 
Face. Two of the three items on this last factor also 
loaded heavily on Factor 8, therefore they were included in 
that factor. The regaining factors, couplets, items, and 
item loadings are included in Table 7. 
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TABLE 6. Factor Matrix 
Item Factor Factor Couplet Couplet Couplet Couplet 
1 2 1 2 3 4 
Academic Scale 
I~1 -.21 .19 -.00 .69* .03 .13 
A 2 -.07 .04 -.16 .79* -. 05 .08 
A 3 .23 .08 .52* -.02 . 13 -.09 
A 4 .11 .11 .62* .02 .02 -.10 
A 5 — .08 .17 .04 .11 -. 03 .05 
A 6 .21 .02 .28 -.14 . 21 . 05 
A 7 .07 .20 -.20 .03 .07 .49* 
A 8 .16 -07 . 14 .01 .59* .02 
A 9 .08 -.05 .21 .06 .25 . 12 
A10 -.07 .13 -. 15 .18 -, 18 .53* 
All .12 -.04 .33 -.05 -.02 .05 
A12 -.04 -.07 .28 -.13 . 17 -.03 
A13 .00 -.34 .35 -.07 -.05 -. 11 
A1U -.07 .03 .05 -. 12 .04 .02 
A15 .12 -.02 .22 -.04 . 17 -.06 
A16 -.00 .50* -.05 .22 . 19 . 24 
A17 .09 .12 .05 .13 -.01 -.07 
A 18 -.44* .06 -.14 .09 -.29 .24 
A19 .57* .04 .11 — .08 . 04 . 11 
A20 .39» .00 .15 — .06 . 17 -.05 
A21 .07 -.18 .06  .05 -. 50* .27 
A22 .13 .01 -. 00 -.04 -. 20 -.01 
A23 
-.06 .25 -.05 - 07 
-.06 
A24 .26 -.02 . 02 -.04 . 03 -.05 
A25 -.16 .10 .05 .25 -. 10 -07 
A26 .52* .29 .13 -.07 . 04 .04 
A 27 .11 .43* -.01 .01 .00 . 1 4 
A28 -.04 .60* .03 .06 .02 .08 
A29 -.03 .38* -.10 -.05 -. 02 .09 
* - Items loading on that factor or couplet. 
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Table 6. (continued) 
Item Factor Factor 
5 7 
Relationships Scale 
L 3 .48* .02 
L l i  .48* .07 
L 5 . .74* .01 
L 6 .02 .51* 
L 7 .08 .01 
L 8 .02 .49* 
LT6 .51* .17 
117 .25 . 46* 
LIB 
-.39 -.09 
119 . 11 -.02 
L22 .04 .51* 
123 .14 .05 
124 .22 -.13 
127 .30 .08 
Item Factor Factor Factor Factor 
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.31 .32 .41* 
. 10 .53* .26 
.71* -.13 . 19 
.33 .12 -.03 
. 61* -.10 . 10 
.14 .61* .03 
. 39 -.20 . 10 
.73* .04 . 14 
- 69* .13 . 06 
. 55* .14 .02 
.63* .20 .09 
.03 .38* -.06 
.35 -.23 -.00 
. 14 -.04 -.03 
.04 — .06 .04 
.21 -.05 
-.20 
. 13 -.01 -.05 
. 12 -.05 -. 10 
.09 .13 . 15 
.11 .10 -.03 
. 17 .01 -.26 
.06 -.13 -.07 
. 02 -.23 -.04 
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Factors and couplets were formed by automatically 
including items loading .50 or greater, including items 
falling between .40 and -50 if they seemed to fit with the 
other items in that factor and usually rejecting any item 
loading below .40 for inclusion. Individual items were 
selected because of high loading and/or interest on campus. 
Factor labels were selected from the predominant item 
in each group, or from common characteristics shared by each 
item in the group. It should be noted that on all factors 
and couplets, with the exception of Factor 9 (Quarter 
Advantages), the factor label and subject responses were in 
agreement. On Factor 9, while the wording of the items 
would indicate these would be advantages of the quarter 
system, respondents disagreed with these being advantages 
(as determined by item frequencies). 
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TABLE 7. Factor Analysis Results for Academic, 
Relationships and Quarter-Semester Scales 
Item Item Factor 
Number Statement Loading 
Academic Dimension 
Factor 1 (Broadening Curriculum) 
A18 (-) Host of my classes are boring. .4% 
A19 The ISO curriculum has broadened my view .57 
of the world. 
A20 Course goals are clearly explained. .39 
A23 The quality of instruction at ISO is .41 
excellent. 
A26 ISO courses provide an intellectual .52 
challenge. 
Factor 2 (Hard Work) 
A16 I feel a high degree of academic pressure .50 
during a typical term. 
A27 Much reading is expected in my courses. .43 
A28 Most courses at ISO require extensive .50 
out-of-class preparation. 
A29 (-) It is easy to pass most courses at ISO. .39 
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Couplet 1 (Stimulation) 
A 3 The faculty encourage students to perform 
up to their capabilities. 
ft 4 Class discussions are usually vigorous and -62 
intense. 
Couplet 2 (Fragmentation) 
A 1 Students take too many courses during a .59 
quarter. 
A 2 My learning experience is too fragmented. .79 
Couplet 3 (Desire to Learn) 
A 8 I have a strong desire to learn. .59 
A2T (-) I study very little over the weekend. .50 
* = The dominate item in the factor/couplet. 
Table 7. (continued) 
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Item Item Factor 
Number Statement Loading 
Couplet H (Being Behind) 
A 7 Students do a lot of last minute cramming. .49 
A10 I am behind in ay assignments throughout .53 
most of the term. 
Individual Items 
&12 I have the opportunity to collaborate with .60 
faculty on research projects. 
A13 There are a sufficient number of places .55 
on campus to study. 
Relationships Scale 
Factor 5 (Student-Faculty Interaction) 
L 3 Instructors get to know students in their . 18 
classes quite well. 
L 4 I feel free to discuss exam scores with . 48 
my instructor. 
L 5 Faculty members are sensitive to students' .74 
needs. 
L15 If you ask, most instructors will go out of . 51 
their way to help you. 
Factor 7 (Student-Student Interaction) 
L 6 I socialize a lot with my friends. . 51 
L o Students frequently engage in bull sessions. . 49 
L17 Students have the opportunity to develop .47 
intimate personal relationships. 
122 Students seek advice from one another. .51 
Individual Item 
L 7 In developing campus policies, student .33 
opinion counts. 
ÛMEter^Semester Scale 
Factor S (Semester Advantages) 
S 1 Instructors will have more time to prepare .50 
for their classes. 
S 3 There will be more time to assimilate .53 
classroom material. 
S 4 Departmental clubs will be stronger. .63 
S 5 Registration will be less hassle. . 58 
s 7 The quality of advising will be improved. . 69 
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Factor 8 (Semester Advantages) 
There will be a more leisurely learning 
pace. 
Students will be better able to get into 
classes they need. 










Factor 9 (Quarter Advantages) 
Q 3 Students have more time to get into the 
subject matter. 
Q 5 Students get to know their classmates better. 
Q 8 There is a more leisurely learning pace. 
Q 9 There is a better use of textbooks. 
Q10 There are fewer deadlines. 
Q11 The spacing of exams is better. 
Factor 10 (Quarter Process Advantages) 
Q 2 Students graduate sooner. 
Q 6 It is easier to change from one major 
to another. 
Q12 There is more course variety. 
Factor 12 (Grades) 
Q 1 Students tend to get better grades. 
512 The homework load will increase. 
513 ny G.P.A. will go down. 
Individual Item 













, 49 * 
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Reliability 
Reliability data on the eight factors and the four 
:ouplets were derived by use of Cronbach's alpha. Results 
58 
of this procedure are listed in Table 8. 
TABLE 8. Reliability Figures For Factors and Couplets 
Factor/ Number Mean Std, Ave. Alpha 
Couplet of Items Dev. Corr. 
Academic Scale 
Factor 1 5 17.69 2.84 .26 .64 
Factor 2 4 14.62 2.44 .22 .52 
Couplet 1 2 5.82 1.63 .39 .56 
Couplet 2 2 5.30 1.88 .55 .71 
Couplet 3 2 7.46 1.61 .28 .40 
Couplet 4 2 7.29 1.60 .29 .43 
lelationshiEs Scale 
Factor 5 4 12.33 2.63 .33 .66 
Factor 7 4 15.57 2.23 .25 .56 
Quar^r^Semester Scale 
Factor 8 8 22. 21 4.49 .41 .83 
Factor 9 6 14.42 3.94 .4'i .83 
Factor 10 3 10. 36 2.06 .26 .49 
Factor 12 3 8.42 1.77 .29 .56 
Reliability estimates are based on the criteria that 
alpha figures above .60 indicate high reliability, figures 
between .50 and .60 indicate moderate reliability, and 
figures below -40 indicate poor reliability. An examination 
of the table reveals that four of the eight factors 
demonstrate strong reliability results, three are acceptable 
and one is weak. A review of the couplets indicates one 




Individual factors and couplets were also subjected to 
Pearson correlation analysis to determine the degree of 
iater^factor/ couplet relationship. The correlation 
coefficients resulting from this procedure are listed in 
Table 9. 
From an examination of these correlations, it was 
evident that several of the dependent variables showed high 
correlation with each other. The relationships evident in 
the high (.30 or greater) correlations are addressed below. 
One grouping of related factors, couplets and items concern 
the academic/scholarship dimension of campus life. Factor 1 
{Broadening Curriculum), Factor 5 (Student-Faculty 
Relations), Couplet 1 (Stimulation), Satisfaction 1 (like 
the current learning environment) and 2 (glad I came to 
ISo;, and Academic 12 (collaboration ïith faculty) all sees 
to relate to the student who has been satisfied in the 
quarter system learning environment. This student would 
appreciate the stimulating and broadening academic program, 
enjoy the rewarding collaboration and interaction with the 
faculty and be satisfied with the environment in which they 
were succeeding. 
A second major grouping appears to be related to the 
student who has been less satisfied with the quarter system 
learning environment and is looking forward to a new chance 
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TABLE 9. Correlation Between Dependent Variables 
FAC1 F&C2 FAC5 ~~ FÂC7 FACS" 
FACT 1. 00 
FAC2 0. 08* 1. 00 
FAC5 0. 42** -0. 19** 1. 00 
FAC^ 0. 21** 0. 05 0. 16** 1. 00 
FAC8 0. Oif 0. 22** -0. 04 -0. 01 1. 00 
FAC9 0 . 07 -0. 13** 0. 07 0. 00 -0. 32** 
FAC10 0. 10** -0. 10** 0. 10** 0. 14** -0. 20** 
FAC12 0. 01 -0. 07 -0. 05 -0. 00 -0. 30** 
C0UP1 0. 35** 0, 11** 0. 34** 0. 10** 0. 06 
C0DP2 -0. 23** 0. 20** -0. 17** -0. 13** 0. 45** 
COUPS 0. 24** 0. 14** 0. 12** -0. 02 0. 01 
COUPU -0. 13** 0. 23** -0. 13** 0. 15** G. 13** 
TP.AN1 -0. 05 0. 13** -0. 04 -0. 09* 0. 57** 
TBAK2 0. 07 0. 01- 0. 13** -0. 10* 0. 34** 
LEI 0. 46** -0. 05 0. 36** 0. 22** -0. 06 
LF13 0. 45* 0. 00 0. 31** 0. 35** -0. 00 
ACAD12 0. 13** -0. 07 0. 31** 0. 07 -0. 05 
ACAD13 0, 11 -0. 28** 0. 28** -0. 04 0. 00 
QTE13 -0. 14** 0. 30** -0. 20** -0-02 0. 49** 
LE7 0. 13* 0. 08* 0. 14** 0- 01 0. 24** 
FAC9 FAC10 FAC12 COUPI C0UP2 
FAC9 1.00 
FÀC10 0,10* 1.00 
FAC12 0.37** 0. 26** 1.00 
C0UF1 0.10** 0.04 0.03 1. 00 
C00P2 -0.28** -0.29** -0.24** -0. 11** 1. 00 
conP3 0.01 0.04 -0.04 0. 13** -0. 07 
conp4 
-0.22** -0.03 -0.11** -0. 14** 0. 22** 
TRAHI -0.32** -0.32** -0.35** -0. 05 0. 53** 
TEAÎI2 -0.17** -0.17** -0.22** 0. 01 0. 21** 
LEI 0.13** 0.16** 0.16** 0. 27** -0. 25** 
LE13 0.01 0.20** 0.02 0. 15** -0. 24** ÂCAD12 0.04 0.05 -0.02 0. 20** -0. 13** 
ACAD13 0.20** 0,06 0.10** 0. 20** -0. 13* 
QTR13 -0.39** -0.23** -0.20** -0. 11** 0. 45** 
LE7 0.02 -0.11** -0.13** 0. 16** 0. 15** 
* = SIGNIF. LB .01 
** = SIGNIF. LE .001 
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Table 9. (continued) 
C01TP3 C0tIP4 THAN1 TEAÎI2 LEI 
COUPS 1.00 
coupa -0.18** 1.00 
TRAHI 0.04 0.11** 1.00 
TRAN2 0.04 0.01 0.42** 1.00 
LEI 0.08* -0.15** -0.12** 0.04 1.00 
LE13 0.15** -0.02 -0.06 0. n** 0.51** 
ACAD12 0.12** — 0.16 ** -0.03 0.01 0.11** 
ACAD13 -0.04 -0.19** -0.02 0.03 0.19** 
QTE 13 0.00 0.19** 0.43** 0.14** -0.17** 
LF7 0.03 -0.01 0.21** 0.17** 0.10** 
LE13 ACAD12 ACAD13 QTR13 LS7 
LE13 1.00 
ACAD12 0.12** 1.00 
ACAD13 0.07 0.29** 1.00 
QTR13 -0.08* -0.12** -0.16** 1.00 
LE7 0.10* 0.09* 0.10** 0.05 1.00 
in the semester system learning environment. Factor 8 
(Semester Advantages), a negative Factor 9 (Quarter 
Advantages), Couplet 2 (Fragmentation), Quarter 13 (too much 
information is crammed into quarter courses), Transition 1 
(glad for the switch to semesters) and Transition 2 (the 
transition has gone smoothly)—all indicate a response 
pattern of a student desiring a change in learning 
environment. 
This pattern is borne out by several related 
correlations. A negative correlation exists between 
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students glad for the semester switch (Transition 1) and 
Factor 9 (Quarter Advantages), Factor 10 (Quarter Process 
Advantages) and Factor 12 (Higher Grades in a Quarter 
System) . 
Transition 1 and Transition 2 correlate highly, as do 
Satisfaction 1 and Satisfaction 2. Each item in these pairs 
may be measuring a similar variable. 
Analysis of Variance and Specific Comparison Results 
The eight factors, four couplets and eight individual 
items were utilized as dependent variables in an analysis of 
variance procedure. The four independent variables used 
were grade point average, classification, level of 
organizational involvement, and college affiliation. 
Specific comparisons were also made within each of the 
dependent variables to determine which specific differences 
existed. These specific comparisons, analyzed and reported, 
were selected because they appeared to be the most 
meaningful comparisons from among the many possible 
comparisons. 
Grade Eoint Avera^ 
The independent variable generating the highest degree 
of significant difference was grade point average. Four 
factors, three couplets and three individual items 
demonstrated differences at or greater than the .01 level of 
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significance. These results are listed in Tablé 10. 
Grade Point Average Discussion These data indicate 
that grade point average is a highly significant variable in 
determining differential perceptions of the quarter system 
learning environment. 
In order to ascertain the specific differences between 
"excellent" students (3.50 GPA or better) and "poor" 
students (below 2.00 GPA), a polynomial comparison was used 
to determine if a linear relationship existed in the 
results. The excellent-poor comparison was judged to be 
sufficient to indicate if a linear relationship existed. 
The results of this comparison are listed in Table 11. 
These results parallel the data in Table 10, with 
significant differences existing on all of the same 
variables in each table. 
SEêçifiç Grade Point Average Discussion These 
differences strengthen the conclusion that there is an 
association between GPA and perceptions of the environment. 
Specifically, the excellent students (3,50 or better GPA): 
» perceive the curriculum as being more broadening 
and challenging 
• perceive more favorable student-faculty relations 
• have more opportunities to collaborate with the 
faculty 
• express a stronger desire to learn 
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TABLE 10. Perceptions of the Learning Environment Based on 
Grade Point Average 










3.50-4.00 164 3.60 0.61 
3.00-3.49 246 3.58 0.59 
2.50-2.99 273 3.55 0.53 
2.00-2.49 200 3.49 0.57 
Below 2.00 40 3.27 0.47 
Hard Work and Pressure 
3. 50-4-00 166 3.41 0.68 
3.00-3,49 249 3.62 0.61 
2.50-2.99 276 3.72 0.56 
2.00-2.49 204 3.72 0. 60 
Below 2.00 42 3.96 0.56 
Student Faculty Relations 
3.50-4,00 167 3.34 0.64 
3.00-3.49 247 3.12 0.68 
2.50-2.99 275 3.06 0.65 
2.00-2.49 208 2.97 0.64 
Below 2.00 42 2.72 0.58 
Semester Advantages 
3.50-4.00 163 3,09 0. 64 
3.00-3.49 244 3.16 0.64 
2.50-2.99 269 3.13 0.68 
2.00-2.49 201 3.22 0.58 
Below 2.00 42 3.49 0. 57 
Fragmentation 
3.50-4.00 165 2.42 
3.00-3.49 247 2.57 
2.50-2.99 274 2.69 
2,00-2.49 205 2.79 
Below 2.00 42 3.13 
Desire To Learn 
3.50-4,00 166 4.02 0.78 
3,00-3.49 249 3.83 0,77 
2.50-2.99 274 3.75 0.80 
2.00-2,49 206 3,45 0,78 









* - .01 Level of significance. 
** = .001 Level of significance-
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Table 10. (contiaued) 
Item/Grade Point Average Number Mean Std. ? 
Dev. Ratio 
C47PBêïng~Bêhînd ~ 5TTT** 
3.50-4.00 167 3.43 0.79 
3.00-3.49 247 3.58 0.82 
2.50-2.99 275 3.69 0.76 
2.00-2.49 207 3.79 0.76 
Below 2.00 42 4.04 0.74 
à12.) Collaborate with Faculty 
3.50-4.00 167 3.31 1.27 
3.00-3.49 24 9 2.90 1.15 
2.50-2.99 275 2.83 1.02 
2.00-2.49 203 2.71 1.00 
Below 2.00 42 2.50 0.99 
A13.) Sufficient Study Places 
3.50-4.00 167 2.23 0.95 
3.00-3.49 249 2.08 0.91 
2.50-2.99 275 2.04 0.88 
2.00-2.49 207 1.86 0.87 
Below 2.00 42 1.93 0.89 
Q13.) Too Much Information 
3.50-4.00 166 3.13 1.16 
3.00-3.49 248 3.44 1.12 
2.50-2.99 272 3.31 1.14 
2.00-2.49 208 3.54 1.15 
Below 2.00 • 42 4.12 0.74 
The perceptions of the poorer students (2.00 




« perceive more hard work and pressure 
• perceive more fragmentation in their learning 
• perceive more being behind in their assignments 
• feel there is too much information in their courses 
• are more dissatisfied with the number of places to 
study on campus 
• perceive more advantages to the semester system 
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TABLE 11. Comparison of Excellent vs. Poor Student's 
Perceptions of the Learning Environment 
Factor, Couplet or Item F-5atio (Polynomial) 
F 1.) Broadening Curriculum 
F 2.) Hard Work and Pressure 
F 5.) Student-Faculty Relations 
F 8.) Semester Advantages 
C 2.) Fragmentation 
A12.) Collaboration Opportunities 
A13.) Sufficient Study Places 
Q13.) Too auch Information 
* = .01 Level of significance. 
** = .001 Level of significance. 
The better students appear to be more satisfied with 
the current (quarter) learning environment. Since they are 
successful in this system, this is not unexpected. They 
enjoy their academic activities and their interaction with 
the faculty. 
Poor students are not succeeding in the current 
environment. They feel pressured and behind, and don't have 
the same sense of academic direction evidenced by better 
students. It is not surprising then, that they look more 
favorably on the proposed advantages-of the semester system. 
It may represent a new chance to improve their academic 
performance. The semester may promise more time— a more 
leisurely learning pace, improved advising, more 
availability of the advisor, more time to assimilate 
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have. With more time, they expect to feel less pressure and 
fragmentation and be better able to keep up and learn in 
their courses. 
Classification 
Classification (year in school) also yielded a large 
number of significant differences. Three factors, two 
couplets, and five individual items generated significant 
differences in response. These results are listed in Table 
12. 
Specific comparisons were run between graduate and 
undergraduate students, freshmen and seniors and freshmen 
and juniors. These comparisons were chosen because of 
interest in possible differential response patterns between 
these groups. These differences support the information 
found in the review of literature and because of comments 
made by members of these groups to the semester planning 
committees during the transition to the semester system. 
The results of this analysis are listed in Table 13. 
OncR again, all ten of the variables listed in Table 12 
produced significant differences in this table. Seven 
significant differences were found between graduate and 
undergraduate students and seven between seniors and 
freshmen. Two significant differences existed between 
juniors and freshmen. 
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TABLE 12. Perceptions of the Learning Environment Eased on 
Classification 




F5.) Student-Faculty Relations 
Freshmen 211 2.97 0.62 
Sophomores 180 3.02 0.62 
Juniors 203 3.09 0.65 
Seniors 232 3. 15 0.73 
Graduate Students 115 3.30 0.64 
F8.) Semseter Advantages 
Freshmen 208 3.30 0.61 
Sophomores 177 3.15 0.61 
Juniors 199 3.16 0.63 
Seniors 226 3.02 0.59 
Graduate Students 113 3.30 0.61 
F10. ) Quarter Advantages 
Freshmen 211 3.38 .70 
Sophomores 180 3.51 .67 
Juniors 203 3.47 .73 
Seniors 229 3.56 .68 
Graduate Students 115 3.31 .61 
C3,) Desire to Learn 
Freshmen 211 3.63 .78 
Sophomores 180 3.62 .85 
Juniors 205 3.75 .76 
Seniors 230 3.75 .81 
Graduate Students 115 4.03 .81 
C H . )  Being Behind 
Freshmen 212 3.63 .78 
Sophomores 181 3.76 -76 
Juniors 204 3.80 .78 
Seniors 230 3.61 .77 
Graduate Students 115 3.27 .81 
A12. ) Opportunities to 
Collaborate with Faculty 
Freshmen 208 2,65 . 97 
Sophomores 181 2.60 1.03 
Juniors 205 2.78 1.03 
Seniors 230 2.97 1.14 






* = .01 Level of significance. 
** = .001 Level of significance. 
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Table 12. (continued) 







Sufficient # of 
Places to Study 
Freshmen 212 2.01 87 
Sophomores 180 1.94 • 93 
Juniors 205 1.96 • 86 
Seniors 231 2.02 86 
Graduate Students 116 2.40 1. 05 
Student Opinion Counts 
Freshmen 212 3.07 1. 38 
Sophomores 180 2.78 1. 40 
Juniors 203 2.78 1- 49 
Seniors 232 2.57 1. 40 
Graduate Students 115 3.04 1. 12 
Glad for Semester Switch 
Freshmen 212 3.08 1. 15 
Sophomores 181 2.82 1. 21 
Juniors 204 2.68 1. 25 
Seniors 228 2-55 1. 27 
Graduate Students 116 3.23 1. 36 
It's Been a Smooth 
Transition 
Freshmen 212 2.95 90 
Sophomores 178 2.75 1. 00 
Juniors 205 2.68 1. 09 
Seniors 229 2. 53 1. 05 




6 . 1 2 * *  
Graduate/Undergraduate Comparison An examination of 
the differences between graduate and undergraduate students 
indicates soae very different perceptions exist in the two 
groups. Graduate students report: 
• a stronger desire to learn 
• a higher level of student-faculty relations 
• more opportunities to collaborate with the faculty 
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TABLE 13. Comparison of Graduate/Undergraduate, 
Senior/Freshman and Junior/Freshman Perceptions 




Graduate/ Senior/ Junior/ 
Undergraduate Freshman Freshman 
F 5.) Student-Faculty -3.75** -2.95* ns 
Interaction 
F 8.) Semester -2,18 4.57** 2.13 
Advantages 
F10.) Quarter Process 2.U9 -2.60* ns 
Advantages 
C 3.) Desire To Learn -4.27** ns ns 
C 4.) Being Behind 5-55** ns -2.12 
A12.) Collaboration -10.50** -3.19 ns 
Opportunities 
A13.) Sufficient Study -4.60** ns ns 
Places 
L 7.) Student Opinion ns 3.75** 2.08 
Counts 
T 1.) Glad for Semester -3.67** 4.45** 3.28** 
Switch 
T 2.) Smooth Transition -3.35** 3.42** 2.76* 
* = .01 Level of significance. 
** = .001 Level of significance. 
• more desire to switch to the semester system. 
• a smoother transition to the semester system 
Undergraduate students report: 
• being behind in their assignments more 
s more dissatisfaction with the number of places to 
study 
Senior/Freshman Comparison The seven significant 
differences between seniors and freshmen reveal an 
interesting pattern. Seniors report: 
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• a higher level of student-faculty relations 
• more opportunities to collaborate with the faculty 
• more advantages to the quarter system 
On the other hand, freshmen report: 
• a stronger belief that student opinion counts in 
developing campus policies 
• more pleasure with the switch to the semester 
system 
• a smoother transition to the semester system 
• more advantages to the semester system 
Junior/Freshman Comparison The only significant 
differences in this comparison are that freshmen are more 
satisfied than juniors with the switch to semesters and with 
the transition process. 
Classification Discussion These results parallel 
some of the findings of earlier research described in the 
literature review. Classification level in an institution 
is an important determinant of perceptions. Seniors, and to 
some extent juniors, express more displeasure with the 
semester switch and the semester transition.. Given the 
amount of time they have invested in the quarter system, and 
the difficulties they have encountered or may encounter with 
a new academic calendar, it is understandable that they 
perceive more advantages to the quarter system. 
Undoubtedly, they would have preferred to remain on the 
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quarter academic calendar. 
Graduate students and freshmen vie* the learning 
environment from a different perspective. Graduate student 
programs of study are more specialized and less influenced 
by the form of academic calendar. Research projects and 
thesis writing are less affected by the form of the academic 
calendar than are the variety of courses an undergraduate 
takes. Freshmen have less invested in the quarter system, 
and the change would have a minimal effect on them in their 
academic coursework- In addition, many freshmen find the 
pace of their first year to be very hectic and they would 
look forward to the benefits of more time under the semester 
calendar. 
By the nature of their coursework, programs of study 
and assistantships, graduate students would be expected to 
report higher levels of interaction with the faculty. Host 
undergraduates don't have the same opportunities for 
interaction with faculty members. Among undergraduate 
students, seniors report higher levels of interaction than 
do freshmen—not an unexpected result. Seniors have had 
more contact with faculty members through their courses, and 
seniors tend to specialize in their major more than 
freshmen, enabling them to experience high levels of 
interaction with the faculty. 
Freshman perceptions of the ability of students to 
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affect campus policy decisions are similar to results 
reported in the literature review. They have an 
optimistic/inexperienced view of campus life when compared 
with senior, and to some extent junior, students' 
cynical/experienced view of the campus. This difference is 
also noted in attitudes toward the switch to the semester 
system. In this regard, graduate students' views are more 
similar to those of freshmen than they are to seniors, in 
that they also tend to have an optimistic/inexperienced view 
of campus life. 
The cynicism factor, described by Winston (1976) in his 
graduate/undergraduate research, seems to be relatd to 
tenure on a campus. The longer students are at an 
institution, the more jaded they become in their perceptions 
of the institution. Only recently, new students have made a 
decision to attend the university and understandably look 
for the positive aspects of their new commitment. Over 
time, through interaction with already cynical peers and 
through personal experiences, the optimistic views of new 
students gradually become more negative. This trend is 
evident in these findings on classification level. 
College 
The only breakdown by college that yielded significant 
differences was when Graduate College students were 
contrasted with the combined grouping of undergraduate 
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college students. These results are listed in Table 14. 
TABLE 14. Comparison of Graduate Student vs. Undergraduate 
Student Perceptions of the Learning Environment 
Factor, Couplet or Item ?-P,atio 
3raduate/Ondergraduate 
F 5.) Student-Faculty Interaction -2.87** 
C 3.) Desire to Learn -3.99** 
C 4.) Being Behind 4.92** 
A12.) Collaborate with Faculty -9.52** 
A13.) Sufficient Study Places -3.91** 
I 1.) Glad for Semester Switch -3.30** 
L13.) Glad I Came to ISH 3.43** 
* = .01 Level of significance. 
** = .001 Level of significance. 
College Discussion In a comparison with students in 
undergraduate colleges, students in the Graduate College 
reported a higher level of student-faculty relations, a 
stronger desire to learn, less of a feeling of being behind; 
more opportunities to collaborate with the faculty, less 
dissatisfaction with the number of places to study, more 
pleasure at the semester switch and greater satisfaction 
with their decision to attend Iowa State University. Since 
these differences were discussed in the preceding section, 
they will not be further analyzed. 
The results of this comparison are similar to the 
results found in the classification comparison, with 
graduate students perceiving the environment differently 
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than undergraduate students on seven variables. 
Level of Oraanizational Involvement 
A comparison of perceptions of the learning environment 
based on level of involvement in student organizations 
resulted in five variables indicating differences in 
perception. Table 15 lists the differences between 
Uninvolved, Involved (1) and Extra-involved (2+) students. 
A specific comparison was made between Oninvolved and 
Extra-involved (2+) students. The results of this 
comparison are listed in Table 15. 
Taken together. Table 15 and Table 16 provide evidence 
that students who are involved in two or more organizations 
perceive the learning environment differently than 
uninvolved students. Extra-involved students perceive a 
higher level of student interaction with other students, 
%hile all students perceive advantages to the mechanics of 
the quarter system, involved students see more advantages. 
Involved students perceive less fragmentation in the ISÏÏ 
learning environment. Perhaps most significant, involved 
students express greater satisfaction with ISU—more 
satisfaction with their decision to attend ISO, and more 
satisfaction with the ISU learning environment. 
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TABLE 15. Perceptions of the Learning Environment Based on 
Level of Organizational Involvement 




Uninvolved 305 3. 76 0 .53 
Involved 235 3. 83 0 .54 
Extra-involved 368 4. 03 0 .56 
FID.) Quarter System 
Advantages 
Uninvolved 304 3. 36 .67 
Involved 239 3. 43 .67 
Extra-involved 373 3. 56 .69 
C2.) Fragmentation 
Uninvolved 307 2. 81 .98 
Involved 239 2. 71 .87 
Extra-involved 372 2. 48 .92 
SI.) Like ISU Learning 
Environment 
Uninvolved 308 3. 46 .94 
Involved 241 3. 61 .91 
Extra-involved 376 3. 74 .84 
S2.) Glad I Came to ISU 
Uninvolved 309 3. 89 .95 
Involved 241 4- 14 .84 
Extra-involved 376 4. 32 .80 
» = .01 Level of significance. 
** = 







TABLE 16. Comparison of Oninvolved vs. Extra-involved 
Student's Perceptions of the Learning Environment 
Factor, Couplet or Item F-Ratio 
F 7.) Student-Student Interaction -6.55** 
F10.) Quarter Process Advantages -3.89** 
C 1.) Stimulation -2.94* 
C 2.) Fragmentation 4.51** 
L 1.) Student Opinion Counts -4.00** 
L13.) Glad I Came to ISIJ -6.52** 
* = .01 Level of significance. 
** = .001 Level of significance. 
Overview 
It would be interesting to examine the degree of 
relationships that might exist between the independent 
variables. The comparisons between these variables are made 
in the following tables. 
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TABLE 17. Classification by Level of Organizational 
Involvement 
Number of Organizations 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I ROW 
COL ?CT I TOTAL 
TOT PCT I None I One I Two + I 
Freshman I 65 I 50 I 89 I 205 
I 32.2 I 21».4 I H3.H I 22.2 
I 21.% I 21.0 I 23.7 I 
I 7.2 I 5.4 I 9.7 I 
Sophomore I 62 I 42 I 71 I 175 
I 35.4 I 24.0 I 40.5 I 19.0 
I 20.1 I 17.6 I 18-9 I 
I 6.7 I 4.6 I 7.7 I 
Junior I 70 I 51 I 79 I 200 
I 35.0 I 25.5 I 39.5 I 21.7 
I 22.7 I 21.4 I 21.1 I 
I 7.5 I 5.5 I 8.6 I 
Senior I 58 I 66 I 105 I 229 
I 25.3 I 28.8 I 45.9 I 24.8 
I 18.8 I 27.7 I 28.0 I 
I 6.3 I 7.2 I 11.4 I 
-I 1 1 1 
Graduate I 52 I 28 I 30 I 110 
I 47.3 I 25.5 I 27.3 I 11.9 
I 16.8 I 11.8 I 8.0 I 
I 5.5 I 3.0 I 3.3 I 
Missing I II II II 3 
I 33.3 I 33,3 I 33.3 I 0.3 
I 0.3 I 0.4 I 0.3 I 
I 0.1 I 0.1 I 0.1 I 
-I 1 1 1 
COLUnN 309 238 375 922 
TOTAL 33.5 25.8 40.7 100.0 
CHI SQUARE = 19.34 WITH 10 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.03. 
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TABLE 18. Classification by Grade Point Average 
COUNT I 
EOW PCT I 
COL PCT I 
TOT PCT I B e l o w  I  2 . 0 0 - I  2 . 5 0 - I  3 . 0 0 - I  3 . 5 0 - I  
2 . 0 0  2 . 4 9  2 . 9 9  3 . 4 9  4 . 0 0  
3 3  I  5 5  I  6 2  I  4 0  I  1 8  I  
1 5 . 9  I  2 6 . 4  I  2 9 . 8  I  1 9 . 2  I  3 . 7  I  7 8 . 6  I  2 6 . 7  I  2 2 .  5  I  1 6 . 3  I  1 0 . 8  I  
3 - 5  I  5 . 9  I  6 . 6  I  4 . 3  I  1 . 9  I  
3  I  5 8  I  5 7  I  4 3  I  1 8  I  
1 . 7  I  3 2 . 4  I  3 1 . 8  I  2 4 . 0  I  1 0 .  1  I  
7 .  1  I  2 8 . 2  I  2 0 . 7  I  1 7 . 5  I  1 0 . 8  I  
0 . 3  I  6 . 2  I  6 . 1  I  4 . 6  I  1 . 9  T 
6  I  4 3  I  6 6  I  6 2  I  2 7  I  
2 . 9  I  2 1 .  1  I  3 2 . 4  I  3 0 . 4  I  1 3 . 2  I  
1 4 . 3  I  2 0 . 9  I  2 3 . 9  I  2 5 . 2  I  1 5 . 2  I  0 . 6  I  4 . 6  I  7 . 0  I  6 . 6  I  2 . 9  I  
0  I  4 8  I  8 5  I  6 2  I  3 7  I  
0 . 0  I  2 0 . 7  I  3 6 . 6  I  2 6 . 7  I  1 5 . 9  I  0 . 0  I  2 3 . 3  I  3 0 . 8  I  2 5 . 2  I  2 2 . 2  I  0 . 0  I  5 . 1  I  9 . 1  I  6 . 6  I  3 . 9  I  
0  
G .  G  
I  2  I  6  I  3 9  6 7  T 
I  1 * 8  I  5 . 3  I  3 4 . 2  I  5 8 . 8  T  
0 .  0  I  1 . 0  I  2 . 2  I  1 5 . 9  I  4 0 .  1  I  0 . 0  I  0 . 2  I  0 .  6  I  4 . 2  I  7 . 2  T  
4 2  2 0 6  2 7 6  2 4 6  1 5 7  
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1 0 0 - 0  
100.0  
12.3 
CHI SQUARE = 983.48 WITH 
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0. 





TA3LE 20. Level of Involvement in Student Organizations By 
Grade Point Average 
COUNT I 
ROW PCT I ROW 
COL PCT I TOTAL 
TOT PCT I Below I 2.00- I 2.50- I 3.00- I 3.50- I 
2.00 2 . 4 9  2.99 3.49 4.00 
1 T 1 1 1 —I 
Number None I 10 I 74 I 84 I 78 I 56 I 302 
of I 3.3 I 24.5 I 27.8 I 25.8 I 18.5 I 33.0 
Student I 25.0 I 36.8 I 30.9 I 32.2 I 35.0 I 
Organizations I 1.1 I 8.1 I 9.2 I 8.5 T 6. 1 I 
-I 1 1 1 1 1 
One I 14 I 38 I 83 I 58 I 45 I 238 
T 5.9 I 16.0 I 34.9 I 24.4 T 18.9 I 26.0 
I 35.0 I 18.9 I 30.5 I 24.0 I 28.1 I 
I 1.5 I 4.2 I 9.1 I 6.3 I 4.9 I 
-I T. 1 1 1 1 
Two I 16 I 89 I 105 I 106 I 59 I 375 
or I 4.3 I 23.7 I 28.0 I 28.3 T 15.7 I 41.0 
More I 40.0 I 44.3 I 38.6 I 43.8 I 36.9 I 
I 1.7 I 9.7 I 11.5 I 11.6 I 6.4 I 
-I 1 1 1 1 1 
COLUMN 40 201 272 242 160 915 
TOTAL 4.4 22.0 29.7 26.4 17.5 100.0 
u> 
CHI SQOARF = 12.24 WITH 8 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.14. 
TABLE 21, Level of Iiivolvemnnt in Student Organizations By 
College 
Number 
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The tables demonstrating the relationship between the 
independent variables continue to demonstate the differences 
between graduate and undergraduate students. While these 
differences were evident in the results of students' 
perceptions, they are also evident in this comparison. 
Table 17 and Table 21 indicate that graduate students 
report the highest amount of non-involvement, and the lowest 
amount of active involvement in (two or more) student 
organizations. Seniors report the highest active (2+) 
involvement, and the lowest non-involvemenr, when 
involvement in student organizations is compared by 
classification level. When involvement is compared by 
college. Veterinary Medicine students report the highest 
involvement in one organization, while Engineering students 
report the highest involvement in two or more organizations. 
Graduate students report higher grade point averages 
than do students in other classes and colleges, as evidenced 
in Table 18 and Table 22 Dpperclassmen (Seniors and Juniors) 
tend to report higher grade point averages than do ?reshmen. 
All other college comparisons on GPA are similar. 
Table 19 and Table 20 did not yield much information. 
Table 20 indicates that the Sciences and Humanities College 
has the most even distribution of responses by class while 
the Veterinary Medicine College has the most diverse 
response. Table 19 indicates that there is no significant 
difference in grade point average when compared to the level 
of involvement in student organizations. 
Summary 
This study attempted to determine whether student 
perceptions of the learning environment were affected by 
grade point average, classification, college or involvement 
in student organizations. Each of the four independent 
variables examined in this study was found to significantly 
affect student perceptions in some manner. Of the four, 
grade point average and classification level have the 
strongest influence on perceptions. Based on the results of 
this study, a student's degree of academic success and 
amount of campus experience are the tso most significant 
variables affecting perceptions of the learning environment, 
while these results may not be surprising, they suggest that 
university officials need to be aware of the specific groups 
with which they are interacting when they seek to determine 
student opinion. The results of this study would indicate 
that st udent perceptions of the university learning 
environment are significantly affected by factors in the 
environment, and that students who differ on those factors 
may also differ on their perceptions. 
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This knowledge may be of assistance to both university 
officials and student leaders as they seek to determine 
student opinion. Input from a variety of sources may give a 
clearer picture of student opinion on any particular issue, 
and this information may be useful in making decisions on 
campus issues-
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CHAPTER FIVE - DISCUSSION &HD RESULTS 
The results of this study support the hypotheses that 
perceptions of the learning environment are affected by the 
independent variables examined in this project - grade point 
average, classification, college affiliation and level of 
organizational involvement. Each variable, while differing 
in degree and manner, demonstrates that perceptions of the 
learning environment are significantly altered. This 
chapter will summarize these findings, suggest conclusions 
that may be drawn and offer recommendations for future 
research. 
A decision was made early in the project to report only 
the gross differences in the findings. The reasons for this 
decision related to the impreciseness of the measurement 
approach and the lack of detailed refinement of the survey 
instrument. 
The disadvantages of the perceptual measurement 
approach were outlined in the Review of the Literature. Its 
prinary weaknesses are related to extraneous influences that 
could affect perceptions and to the accuracy of aggregate 
perceptions as being true measures of the environment. 
The perceptual measurement approach assumes that 
extraneous influences are randomly distributed in the sample 
population - enough so that the perception which is obtained 
is a fairly accurate representation of that aspect of the 
88 
environment. It is also assumed that aggregate perceptions 
are also representative of the actual environment, 
especially when the sample is large. The large sample in 
the study, and the high return rate (71%), minimize the 
limitations of the perceptual approach. 
The instrument used for this study also may have 
limitations. Since no previous research on this topic was 
available, the development of a local instrument was 
necessary- While this instrument had the advantage of 
addressing specific aspects of the ISO learning environment, 
it may have lacked psychometric strength ia some areas. 
This is evident in an examination of the factor reliability 
data, with alpha figures ranging from a very good .83 to a 
poor .40. Most likely, the poor alpha results could have 
been improved considerably with additional refinement. 
Events occurring on campus unrelated to this project 
may have also affected this study. Changes in the drop 
policy and plus/minus grading were instituted luring this 
time period and they may have affected student perceptions. 
Construction of a new library addition may also have 
influenced some perceptions. These and other events, while 
outside the control of this project, need to be acknowledged 
as possible influences, or limitations, on the accuracy of 
student perceptions. 
Recognizing these restrictions, nevertheless some 
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significant patterns emerged from this study. Even after 
limiting the significance level to .01 or greater, real 
differences in perceptions were readily apparent in the 
findings. 
A major finding in this study was that grade point 
average had a significant effect on student perceptions of 
the learning environment and of the calendar change. Two 
patterns emerged. First, the excellent student - one in the 
3-50 to 4.00 grade point average range - was succeeding in 
the quarter system learning environment. This student found 
the curriculum challenging and broadening, and experienced a 
high degree of interaction with the faculty. This student 
was generally opposed to the change in calendar system. 
The poor student - Below a 2.00 grade point average -
was not succeeding in the quarter system, this student 
perceived more fragmentation and pressure in the learning 
environment, this student tended to favor the change to the 
semester calendar, perhaps hoping that the perceived 
advantages of that calendar would enable them to be more 
successful students. 
The results based on classification were consistent 
with previous research. Freshmen, and graduate students, 
were more positive about the learning environment than were 
seniors, or undergraduates. Longevity and experience in the 
environment seem to generate more negative perceptions. 
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Freshmen and graduate students, being less directly affected 
by the calendar change, were less opposed to the calendar 
change than were seniors and juniors. Not surprisingly, 
graduate students, then seniors and then juniors, 
experienced more interaction with the faculty. 
The only significant 'college' result was the 
difference between graduate college students and 
undergraduate students- These results were very similar to 
the 'classification' findings. 
The results of the comparison based on level of 
involvement in student organizations were intriguing. 
Students involved in two or more organizations, when 
compared to uninvolved students, expressed more satisfaction 
with the learning environment, and with their decision to 
attend the university. The extra-involved students also 
perceived a higher degree of student interaction. These 
students also perceived more advantages to the quarter 
system. 
In soŒe ways, these findings were not surprising. 
Success and familiarity with a learning environment could 
easily generate feelings of support for that environment. 
Failure in, and dissatisfaction with, a particular learning 
environment could likewise generate support for a new form 
of environment, in hopes that it might be an improvement. 
The key finding of this study is that perceptions of 
91 
the environment are affectd by factors at work in the 
environment. It is therefore difficult to describe a single 
'student' view of a particular learning environment. A 
series of selected aspects of an environment mast be 
examined before of composite 'student' view could be 
ascertained. 
Recommendations 
The successful/unsuccessful student dichotomy, the 
optimistic freshman pattern, the graduate/undergraduate 
differences, and the uninvolved/ involved results shouli 
provide interesting comparisons to examine in the second 
phase of the project conducted by Dave Kelly, after students 
have experienced the semester system. It will be 
interesting to see if the results of this study are 
duplicated, or if patterns change. 
It seems plausible that these patterns will change. 
Possible outcomes of the Kelly project might be: 
1. The successful student will succeed in the 
senester system learning environment and report 
'satisfied' perceptions - similar to those 
evident in this study of the quarter system. 
2- The poor student will find the semester learning 
environment difficult to succeed in and express 
dissatisfaction - and perceive the new semester 
92 
environment negatively. Should this change occur 
it would be a dramatic reversal of opinion by 
that category of student. 
3. Graduate students will continue to perceive the 
learning environment more favorably than 
undergraduate students. 
U. Involved students will continue to be more 
satisfied with their environment than uninvolved 
students. 
The 'cam pus-specific' nature of this project makes it 
difficult to generalize these results to another campus. It 
would be interesting to compare these * local' results with 
the results from a number of other 'local' efforts. Should 
certain patterns of perceptions result - even when the 
instruments were developed differently for each campus - it 
would then be possible to generalize these collective 
results to other campus situations. 
For purposes of this research project, no attempt was 
made to do variable interaction studies. Further research 
on this data should examine the interaction between the 
independent variables. Such an analysis might indicate more 
specifically where differences in perceptions existed. 
Future research on this topic should consider the use 
of a 'traditionalism vs. open-mindedness' scale. Such an 
instrument would provide additional information on student 
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attitudes towards change. When combined with the 
environmental variables being studied, this additional 
information might help the researcher better assess the 
specific impact of environmental factors on student 
perceptions of the learning environment. 
Prior to this study, little research was done on on the 
comparison of student perceptions of the university 
environment to student perceptions of an impending calendar 
change- This study has attempted to begin to fill that 
eombiireil—w±ttrnL?têrstiï31ës'%n this longitudinal 
research project, these results may prove beneficial in 
helping a campus community to better understand how students 
perceive their learning environment, and how changes in the 
learning environment may affect their perceptions. For the 
Iowa State University campus, these results may help explain 
the effects on students of the change from a quarter system 
to a semester system academic calendar. 
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We are interested in 
what you think 
QUARTER/ 
/SEMESTER 
A university-wide study by 
Iowa State University and Research institute 
for Studies in'Education 
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Section 1 
We would like your opinion about, the academic environment of Iowa State 
University during the current academic year. There are no right or wrong 
answers. Use the following response categories. 
Strongly Agree 5 
Agree \ . . .4 
Neither Agree or Disagree. . . 3 
Disagree 2 
Strongly Disagree 1 
I Please circle your response I 
1. Overall, I an glad l.S.U. is switching to 
the semester system 5 4 3 2 1 
2. Students take coo many courses during a 
quarter 5 4 3 2 1 
3. My learning experience is too fragmented. 5 4 3 2 1 
4. The faculty encourage students to perform 
up to their capabilities 5 4 3 2 1 
5. Class discussions are usually vigorous 
and intense 5 4 3 2 1 
6. Courses at l.S.U. stress the abstract 
more than Che concrete 5 4 3 2 1 
7. I have developed strong communication 
skills i 5 4 3 2 1 
8. Students do a lot of last minute cramming. 5 4 3 2 1 
9. I hive a utisire to learn 5 4 3 2 1 
10. The information provided by my academic 
advisor Is accurate 5 4 3 2 1 
11. I ,-jra beb.ind in my assignments throughout 
most of the term 5 4 3 2 1 
12. Croup projects are encouray.ed in my 
class js 5 4 3 2 1 
13. I have the opportunity to collaborate 
with faculty on research projects. ... 3 4 3 2 1 
14. My classes are taught so that I can learn 
at my own pace 5 4 3 2 1 
15. I generally study in my room 5 4 3 2 1 
1 6 .  
17. 
18. 
1 9 .  
20.  
21 .  
2 2 .  
23. 
2 4 ,  
25. 
2o 
2 7  
23 






Neither Agree or Disagree. . . 3 
Disagree 2 
Strongly Disagree 1 
I Please circle your response | 
The preclassification system works well. 5 4 3 2 1 
I feel a high degree of academic pressure 
during a typical term 5 4 3 2 1 
The quality of laboratory equipment is 
g-od 5 4 3 2 1 
Most of my classes are boring 5 4 3 2 1 
The I.S.U. I'urriculuin has broadened my 
view of the world 5 4 3 2 1 
Course goals are clearly explained. ... 5 4 3 2 1 
L study very little over weekends. ... 5 4 3 2 1 
There are a sufficient number of places 
on campus to study 5 4 3 2 ] 
The aualitv of ir.scrucrinn . i r  r.S.il. i< 
excellent 5 4 3 2 1 
Tutoring, is available to students at a 
reasonable cost 5 4 3 2 1 
Too many tests art given in my courses. 54321 
I.S.U. courses provide an intellectual 
challcnse 5 4 3 2 1 
Much reading is expected in my courses. 5 4 3 2 1 
Most courses ac I.S.U. require extensive 
out-of-class preparation 5 4 3 2 1 
It is easy to pass most courses at I.S.U. 54321 
The transition to rhc semesrer sy«ter has 
gone smoothly 5 4 3 2 1 
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Section 2 
For the following items, please record the number of times you have 
engaged in the following activities during the current school ye'.r. 
1. Sat down and talked with my advisor times 
2. Talked with instructors after class times 
3. Not received a course I requested times 
4. Had a good conversation with students of a 
different ethnic background times 
5. Attended cultural events times 
Section 3 
Now we would like your opinion about other aspects of the I.S.U. 
learning environment during the current academic year. There are no tight 
or wrong answers. Use the following response categories. 
Strongly Agree 5 
Ai^ree 4 
Neither Agree or Disagree. . . 3 
Disagree 2 
Strongly Disagree 1 
1 Please circle your response| 
1. I like the current learning environment 
at I.S.U 5 4 3 2 1 
2. Theatre, music, and Che arts are important 
components at f.S.U 5 4 3 2 1 
'i. Instructors get to know students in their 
classes quite well 5 4 3 2 1 
4. I feel free to discuss exam scores with 
my instructor 5 4 3 2 1 
5. Faculty members are sensitive to students' 
needs 5 4 3 2 1 
6. 1 socialize a lot with my friends. ... 5 4 3 2 1 
7. In developing campus policies, student 
opinion counts 5 4 3 2 1 
b. Students frequently engage in bull 
sessions 5 4 3 2 1 
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4. 
Strongly Agree 5 
Agree 4 
Neither Agree or Disagree. . . 3 
Disagree 2 
Strongly Disagree 1 
I Please circle your response 
9. It is easy to get a group together for 
card games, attending a movie, and similar 
activities 5 4 3 2 
10. Varsity athletic events generate a lot 
of student enthusiasm and support. ... 5 4 3 2 
11. My departmental club is very active. . . 5 4 3 2 
12. There are many opportunities to get 
involved in clubs and organizations. . . 5 4 3 2 
13. I am glad that 1 came to Iowa State 
University 5 4 3 2 
14. Students volunteer their time for community 
service projects 
15. There are many opportunities to attend 
cultural events 
16. If you ask, most instructors will go out 
of their way to help you 
Students have the opportunity to develop 
intimate personal relationships 5 4 3 2 
18. I have been created unfairly at I.S.U. 543 
19. Students know where to go when they have 
problems 5 4 3 
24. Students' problems are promptly 
resolved 
25. Adequate recreational facilities on 
campus are available for student use. 
7 
20. There is an extensive program of intra­
mural sports 5 4 3 2 
21. Social activities usually involve the use 
of alcoholic beverages 5 4 3 2 
22. Students seek advice from one another. 5432 
23. My advisor shows a personal interest in 
me 5 4 3 2 
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5. 
Strongly Agree 5 
Agree 4 
Neither Agree or Disagree. . . 3 
Disagree 2 
Strongly Disagree 1 
I Please circle your response I 
26. Student elections are of great concern 
to students 5 4 3 2 1 
27. My contact with most administrators has 
been helpful 5 A 3 2 1 
Section 4 
Iowa State University will be changing from the quarter system to the 
semester system in the fall of 1961. We wouJd like to know how you think the 
two systems might compare at I.S.U. There are no right or wrong answers. Use 
the following response categories. 
Strongly Agree 5 
Agree 4 
Neither Agree or Disagree. . . 3 
Disagree 2 
Strongly Disagree 1 
1 Please circle your response I 
Under the quarter system ... 
1. Students tend to get better grades. ... 5 4 3 2 
2. Students graduate sooner 5 4 3 2 
3. Students have T.ore time to get into the 
suDject matter S 4 3 2 
4. Students are more likely to drop 
courses 
5. Students gee to know their classmates 
better 5 4 3 2 
6. It is easier to change from one major co 
another 5 4 3 2 
7. Final exams cover more content 5 4 3 2 
S. There is a more leisurely learning pace .5432 
9. There is a better use of textbooks. ... 5 4 3 2 
10. There are fewer deadlines 5 4 3 2 
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Strongly Agree 5 
Agree 4 
Neicher Agree or Disagree. . . 3 
Disagree 2 
Strongly Disagree 1 
I Please circle your response 
11. The spacing of exams is better 5 i 3 2 1 
12. There is more course variety 5 4 3 2 1 
13. Too much information is crammed into each 
course 5 4 3 2 1 
Under the semester system... 
14. Instructors will have more time to prepare 
for their classes 5 4 3 2 1 
15. Laboratory facilities will be less 
crowded 5 4 3 2 1 
16. There will be more time to assimilate 
classroom material 5 4 3 2 1 
17. Departmental clubs will be stronger. . . 5 4 3 2 1 
18. Registration will be less hassle 5 4 3 2 1 
19. Class sizes will increase 5 4 3 2 1 
20. The quality or advising will be improved. 5 4 3 2 1 
21. There will be n nore leisriroly IcAming 
pace 5 4 3 2 1 
22. Students will be better able to get into 
the clans'": they need 5 4 3 2 1 
23. It will be easier to pick up a minor or 
double major 5 4 3 2 1 
24. The total cn>t of a year's books and 
supplies will i',o down 5 4 3 2 1 
25. The homework, load will increase 5 4 3 2 1 
26. My G.P.A. will go down 5 4 3 2 1 
27. My academic advisor will be more available 




Please answer the following questions about yourself by filling in the 
information or by circling the letter of the appropriate category. 
1. What is your age? 
Years 
2. What is your sex? 
a) Male 
b) Female 
3. What is your vlassification? 
a) Freshman d) Senior 
b) Sophomore e) Graduate 
c) Junior f) Other 
4. What is your current marital status? 
a) Single 
b) Married 
5. lAat is your college desif.njtion? 
a) Agriculture d) !-"nginet-riny g) Veterinary Medicine 
b) Design c) iiome Economics h) Graduate 
c) Education f) Sciences and Humanities 
6. What is your major(s)? 
a) University residence hall d) 
b) University student apartments 
c) Fraternitv or Sororitv house e) 
f) 
Housing within walking distance of 
the university 
Housim; away fror.i the campus 
Other, please specify 
3. UTiat is your cumulative G.P.A.? 
a) Below 2.00 
b) 2.00 - 2.49 
c) 2.30 - 2.99 
d) 3.00 - 3.49 
e> 3.50 - 4.00 
Ill 
8 .  
9. How would you classify yoi-.rself? 
a) Undergraduate full-time (12 or more credits/quarter) 
b) Undergraduate part-tin;-; (Less than 12 credits/quarter) 
c) Graduate full-time (9 or more credits/quarter) 
d) Graduate part-time (Less than 9 credits/quarter) 
e) Other 
10. Do you work during the quarter? 
a) No 
b) Yes 
If yes, how many hours per week do you work? hours 
11. How many student organizations have you participated in during this 
current academic year? 




13. If you are an undergraduate, are you a transfer student? 
a) Yes 
b) No 
14. In a typical week, how many hours do you 
a) study . . . hours 
b) party . . . hours 
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Vice President 
For Academic Affairs 
110 Beardshear Hall 
Telephone 515-294 " 7009 
March 16, 1981 
The change from the quarter system to the semester system is affecting-
many people on campus. The University is interested in what students think 
about the transition to the new calendar and in what they think about the 
learning environment under the quarter system at ISU. Next year we will be 
asking students what they think about the learning environment under the 
semester system. This information will enable us to compare students' 
perceptions of the two systems and to identify areas of improvement in our 
future planning. 
You were selected in a random sample of ISU students. Enclosed is the 
questionnaire which we would like you to complete and return to us. For our 
results to be representative of ISU students, it is important that each 
questionnaire be completed and returned. Your voluntary cooperation will 
help make the results useful in improving the transition to the semester 
system. 
You may be assured of complete confidentiality. The questionnaire has an 
identification number to be used only for record-keeping purposes. It 
enables us to check your name off the mailing list when your questionnaire 
is returned. Your name will never be placed on the questionnaire. 
Return postage on the questionnaire has been prepaid, so you need only to 
drop the completed questionnaire in a mailbox. If you have any questions, 
please write or call us collect at 515-294-7009. 
We thank you in advance for your cooperation. 
Sincerely. 
George C. Christensen 
Vice President for Academic Affairs 
110 Beardshear 
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of Science and Technolo Ames, Iowa 50011 
Research Institute for Studies in Eduiation 
College oj Education 
The Quadrangle 
Telephone 515-294-7009 
April 3, 1981 
Dear Student: 
We know that you are very busy getting ready for midterms, but 
we do need your help! 
You recently received a questionnaire from the Research Institute 
for Studies in Education at Iowa State University seeking your views 
about the current learning environment at Iowa State University and 
comparing the quarter/semester systems. If you have mailed it recently, 
we want you to know that your participation is appreciated. 
If you have not mailed your questionnaire, we would ask you to 
complete the enclosed questionnaire (or the first one) and drop it in 
a mail box. 
We have had a very good completion record and return rate on the 
questionnaire and would like very much to have your responses to include 
in our tabulations. 
Thank you for your voluntary participation in the study. 
Sincerely, , 
Richard D. Warren 
Director 
Research Institute for Studies in Education 
(515) 294-7009 
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loua State University 
toes, Iowa 50011 
April 21, 1981 
hear Student: 
;,'e would liks very much to include your responses in our 
r.Ludy of the Quarter/Semester system. To date, nearly 
: wo thirds of the students have returned the question­
naire. If you iiave nailed the questionnaire recently, we 
.•ant to express our thanks to you. 
t you l-.ave not mailed your questionnaire, we would truly ap­
preciate it if you would complete it and drop it in a mailbox. 
sincerely, 
Xichard D. Warren, DJrector 
research Institute for Studies in Education 
.56-7009 
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SECTION 1 
Strongly Agree 5 
Agree 4 
Neither Agree or Disagree. . . 3 
Disagree 2 Item Response 
Strongly Disagree 1 (Percentage) 
5 h 3 N i 
1. Overall, I am glad I.S.U. is switching to 
the semester system 10. 4 23. 5 22. 6 2 5 .  8 1 7 .  7 949 
2. Students take too many courses during a 
quarter 4. 5 16. 3 30. 5 37. 3 11. 4 950 
3. My learning experience is too fragmented. 5. 2 20. 9 21. 4 39. 5 13. 0 947 
4. The faculty encourage students to perform 
5. 3 41. 7 26. 8 20. 9 4. 2 947 
5. Class discussions are usually vigorous 
and intense. 1. 9 15. 7 31. 1 39. 0 12. 3 945 
6. Courses at I.S.U. stress the abstract 
more than the concrete 3. 4 21. 1 40. 1 31. 0 4. 5 947 
7. I have developed strong communication 
skills 7. 1 38. 7 32. 9 18. 9 2. 3 950 
8. Students do a lot of last minute cramming. 40. 2 47. 1 8. 6 3. 4 0. 7 950 
9. I have a strong desire to learn 34. 1 54 4 8 8 1. 8 0 9 951 
10. The information provided by my academic 
advisor is accurate 16. 6 45 5 24 1 9. 7 4 1 951 
11. I am behind in my assignments throughout 
most of the term 10 2 32 4 19 0 30. 3 8 1 953 
12. Group projects are encouraged in my 
classes 3 6 16 1 33 2 39 3 7 8 951 
13. I have the opportunity to collaborate 
with faculty on research projects. . . . 6 .6 25 .3 31 .3 24 .5 12 .2 948 
14. My classes are taught so that I can learn 
at my own pace 0 .7 8 .1 14 .6 47 .6 29 .0 952 
15. I generally study in my room 22 .2 42 
- -
12 .6 15 .8 7 .4 951 
16. The preclassification system works well. 12 .9 41 .7 18 .0 16 .4 11 .0 952 
17. I feel a high degree of academic pressure 




5 4 3 2 1 N 
18. The quality of laboratory equipment is 
5. 3 35. 1 40. 9 14. 8 4. 0 949 
19. Most of my classes are boring 2. 7 14. 4 28. 2 47. 3 7. 4 950 
20. The I.S.U. curriculum has broadened my 
view of the world 15. 1 48. ,1 22. 8 10. 6 3. 4 950 
21. Course goals are clearly explained. . . . 7. 7 51. ,6 27. 5 11. 6 1. 6 946 
22. I study very little over weekends. . . . 8. 7 23. ,9 14. ,8 36. 2 16. 3 952 
23. There are a sufficient number of places 
on campus to study 16. 8 49. ,7 16. 5 11. .4 5. . 1  794 
24. The quality of instruction at I.S.U. is 
excellent 4. 5 37. 8 34, .8 19. ,7 3. 2 952 
25. Tutoring is available to students at a 
reasonable cost 4. 4 23. 4 66. ,0 5. ,7 0. ,5 935 
26. Too many tests are given in my courses. . 2. 8 9, .2 36, .5 46. 3 5. 1 953 
27. I.S.U. courses provide an intellectual 
challenge 18, .6 60 .7 14 .6 5, .3 0. 8 952 
28. Much reading is expected in my courses. . 27. 2 47 .3 15, .7 9, .1 0, .7 952 
29. Most courses at I.S.U. require extensive 
out-of-class preparation 20. 8 48 .5 18 .9 11 .1 0 .7 954 
30. It is easy to pass most courses at I.S.U. 1 .  2 27 .5 24 .2 32 .7 8 .3 953 
31. The transition to the semester system has 






0 1-5 6-10 11 or more N 
1. Sat down and talked with my advisor 6.4 70.3 16.6 6 .7 937 
2. Talked with instructors after class 7.0 43.1 24.8 25 .1 909 
3. Not received a course I requested 33.4 57.1 8.1' 1 .4 916 
4. Had a good conversation with students of a 
different ethnic background 27.2 50.0 11.6 11 .2 876 
5. Attended cultural events 28.3 51.1 15.0 5 . 7 916 
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SECTION 3 
Strongly Agree 5 
Agree 4 
Neither Agree or Disagree. . . 3 
Disagree 2 
Strongly Disagree 1 
1. I like the current learning environment 
at I.S.U 
2. Theatre, music, and the arts are important 
components at I.S.U 
3. Instructors get to know students in their 
classes quite well 
4. I feel free to discuss exam scores with 
my instructor 
5. Faculty members are sensitive to students' 
needs 
6. I socialize a lot with my friends. . . . 
7. In developing campus policies, student 
opinion counts 
8. Students frequently engage in bull 
sessions 
9. It is easy to get a group together for 
card games, attending a movie, and similar 
activities 
10. Varsity athletic events generate a lot 
of student enthusiasm and support. . . . 
11. My departmental club is very active. . . 
12. There are many opportunities to get 
involved in clubs and organizations. . . 
13. I am glad that I came to Iowa State 
University 
14. Students volunteer their time for community 
service projects 




10.2 56.9 19.1 11.6 2.2 952 
17.9 47.8 22.9 10.2 1.2 950 
1.5 16.0 26.6 42.7 13.2 951 
8.5 48.7 23.7 16.4 2.6 952 
1.7 28.3 39.7 23.3 7.1 950 
25.4 44.5 18.4 10.3 1.4 948 
14.8 20.7 20.5 19.7 24.2 950 
20.5 42.4 30.5 5.9 0.7 942 
17.7 48.9 23.6 8.2 1.6 950 
14.9 45.9 28.5 9.4 1.4 949 
6.5 24.9 53.0 11.9 3.8 945 
23.6 56.7 15.5 3.6 0.7 951 
37.5 44.3 12.7 4.0 1.6 953 
3.2 30.0 48.9 16.5 1.4 944 
22.3 58.5 13.8 5.0 0.4 951 
16. If you ask, most instructors will go out 





17. Students have the opportunity to develop 
intimate personal relationships 
18. I have been treated unfairly at I.S.U. . 
19. Students know where to go when they have 
problems 
20. There is an extensive program of intra­
mural sports 
21. Social activities usually involve the use 
of alcoholic beverages 
22. Students seek advice from one another. . 
23. My advisor shows a personal interest in 
me 
24. Students' problems are promptly 
resolved 
25. Adequate recreational facilities on 
campus are available for student use. . . 
26. Student elections are of great concern 
to students 
27. My contact with most administrators has 
been helpful 
20.2 56.3 15.7 6.5 1.2 951 
3.5 10.9 25.8 43.9 15.9 952 
1.2 30.6 36.5 28.9 3.0 949 
29.3 53.4 15.8 1.1 0.4 949 
31.9 49.2 14.0 3.9 1.0 953 
24.9 63.6 9.8 1.4 0.3 949 
13.9 34.6 25.4 17.7 8.4 953 
0.5 8.6 42.7 40.9 7.3 946 
10.4 38.6 19.0 23.6 8.4 951 
1.6 9.4 26.7 46.3 16.1 947 
3.2 40.5 34.9 17.8 3.6 945 
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SECTION U 
Strongly Agree 5 
Neither Agree or Disagree. . . 3 
Disagree 2 
Strongly Disagree 1 
Item Response 
(Percentage) 
UNDER THE QUARTER SYSTEM... 5 4 •3 2 1 N j 
1. Students tend to get better grades. . . . 2.2 17.9 50.2 27.4 2.3 946 
2. Students graduate sooner 6.8 30.5 35.1 24.2 3.5 948 
3. Students have more time to get into the 
subject matter 2.2 10.6 15.4 59.5 12.3 951 
4. Students are more likely to drop 
courses 6.9 51.2 20.7 19.0 2.2 952 
5. Students get to know their classmates 
1.7 12.5 31.2 48.3 6.3 951 
6. It is easier to change from one major to 
another 8.4 45.1 33.7 10.5 2.3 950 
7. Final exams cover more content 4.6 20.0 23.9 45.3 6.1 948 
8. There is a more leisurely learning pace . 1.6 5.6 16.6 55.2 21.1 948 
9. There is a better use of textbooks. . . . 1.8 12.8 30.0 43.2 12.2 949 
10. There are fewer deadlines 1.4 9.3 23.6 50.6 15.1 948 
11. The spacing of exams is better 2.7 ID.Ô 31.9 40.8 7.9 946 
12. There is more course variety 28.4 40.4 14.8 14.4 2.0 946 
13. Too much information is crammed into each 
32.7 23.7 20.4 4.8 945 
UNDER THE SEMESTER SYSTEM... 
14. Instructors will have more time to prepare 
for their classes 8.9 47.1 23.7 17.7 2.6 945 
15. Laboratory facilities will be less 
crowded 2.8 15.8 37.4 36.5 7.5 944 
16. There will be more time to assimilate 
9.1 58.2 18.5 11.6 2.6 940 




5 4 3 2 1 N 
18. Registration will be less hassle 7.2 39.3 24.3 23.2 6.0 945 
19. Class sizes will increase 12.6 49.2 31.3 5.7 1.2 943 
20. The quality of advising will be Improved. 1.9 11.0 52.1 27.0 8.0 943 
21. There will be a more leisurely learning 
9.3 48.4 1«.9 19.0 3.4 946 
22. Students will be better able to get into 
the classes they need 2.6 7.6 36.8 41.2 11.8 944 
23. It will be easier to pick up a minor cr 
double ciajor 1.3 8.7 42.2 37.2 10.6 945 
24. The total cost of a year's books and 
supplies will go down 9.3 49.. 1 20.1 16.4 5.1 945 
25. The homework load will increase 2.7 15.2 46.1 34.2 1.8 941 
26. My G.P.A. will go down 2.3 10.8 48.5 31.7 6.7 943 
27. My academic advisor will be more available 
for consultation 1.6 23.1 48.8 21.1 5.4 943 
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SECTION 5 





























0.5% N- 5 




















e) Home Economics 
f) Sciences and Humanities 
g) Veterinary Medicine 
h) Graduate 
7.5% N- 71 
34.3% N-326 
2.8% N- 27 
1.6% N- 15 
7. Where are you living this quarter? 
a) University residence hall 
b) University student apartments 
c) Fraternity or Sorority house 
d) Housing within walking distance 
of the university 
e) Housing away from campus 
f) Other, please specify 
8. What is your cumulative G.P.A.? 
45.3% N-431 
10.0% N= 95 







a) Below 2.00 
b) 2.00 - 2.49 
c) 2.50 - 2.99 
4.5% N- 42 
22.1% 3-208 
29.3% N-276 
d) 3.00 - 3.49 
e) 3.50 - 4.00 
26.4% N-249 
17.7% N-167 
9. How would you classify yourself? 
a) Undergraduate full-time (12 or more credits/quarter) 83.5% N-790 
b) Undergraduate part-time (Less than 12 credits/quarter) 2.7% N" 26 
c) Graduate full-time (9 or more credits/quarter) 8.9% N" 84 
d) Graduate part-time (Less than 9 credits/quarter) 3.8% N« 36 
e) Other 1.1% N- 10 
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10. Do you work during the quarter? 
a) No 58.6% N-553 
b) Yes 41.4% N-391 _ 
If yes, how many hours per week do you work? X"17.8 hours 
11. How many student organizations have you participated in during this 
current academic year? 
0 33.4% N-310 6 1.1% N= 10 
1 26.0% N«241 7 0.5% N= 5 
2 21.1% N-196 8 0.2% N" 2 
3 10.9% N=101 10 0.2% N- 2 
4 4.2% N- 39 15 0.1% N- 1 
5 2.2% N- 20 
12. Have you ever attended a college or university which was on the 
semester system? 
a) Yes 28.5% N=269 
b) No 71.5% N-674 
13. If you are an undergraduate, are you a transfer student? 
a) Yes 23.2% N=191 
b) No 76.8% N-634 
14. In a typical week, how many hours do you 
a) study . . . X-23.1 hours 
b) party . . . X= 7.0 hours 
